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209, 302, 401-404, 411, 416, 441, 601-607,
609-612, 631, 651, 652, 661, 711, 712, 721-724,
731, 741-744, 751, 54, 757, 759, 801-811,
title IX, sections 1002, 1225-1227, 1451,
1452, 1701, 1820, and title XXIV of the
House bill, and sections 125, 126, 142,
212, 230-232, 251-253, 302, 318, 327, 346,
401-407, 415, 503, 601-607, 609, 610, 624,
631-635, 706, 721, 722, 725, 731, 734, 751,
7562, 757, 801, title IX, title X, sections
1102, 1103, 1105, 1106, 1224, title XIV, sec-
tions 1601, 1602, and 1611 of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Mr. BOEHLERT,
Mrs. BIGGERT, and Mr. GORDON.

Provided that Mr. COSTELLO is ap-
pointed in lieu of Mr. GORDON for con-
sideration of sections 401-404, 411, 416
and 441 of the House bill, and sections
401407 and 415 of the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committed to
conference.

From the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, for consider-
ation of sections 101-103, 105, 108, 109,
137, 205, 208, 231, 241, 242, 320, 328-330,
3717, 379, 721-724, 741-744, 751, 155, 756, 758,
811, 1211, 1221, 1231, 1234, 1236, 1241, 1281-
1283, 1285, 1295, 1442, 1446, 2008, 2010, 2026,
2029, 2030, 2207, and 2210 of the House
bill, and sections 101-103, 105, 107, 108,
281, 325, 344, 345, 383, 731-733, 752, 1211,
1221, 1231, 1233, 1235, 1261, 1263, 1266, and
1291 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Messrs. YOUNG of Alaska,
PETRI, and OBERSTAR.

From the Committee on Ways and
Means, for consideration of title XIII of
the House bill, and sections 135, 405,
title XV, and section 1611 of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Messrs. THOMAS,
CAMP, and RANGEL.

There was no objection.

————
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following privileged
message from the Senate:

In the Senate of the United States, July 11,
2005.

Ordered, That the Secretary of the Senate
be directed to request the House of Rep-
resentatives to return to the Senate the bill
(H.R. 2985) entitled ‘‘An Act making appro-
priations for the Legislative Branch for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2006, and for
other purposes.’”’, to make technical correc-
tions in the engrossment of the Senate
amendment.

Attest: Emily J. Reynolds, Secretary.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the request of the Senate is
agreed to, and H.R. 2985 will be re-
turned to the Senate.

There was no objection.

———
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material on H.R. 2864.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Tennessee?
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There was no objection.
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WATER RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 346 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 2864.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2864) to
provide for the conservation and devel-
opment of water and related resources,
to authorize the Secretary of the Army
to construct various projects for im-
provements to rivers and harbors of the
United States, and for other purposes,
with Mr. BONILLA in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) and the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN).

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG),
the chairman of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of this
legislation. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN)
and the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) for their hard
work.

This is a bill that has been from very
bipartisan work together, which made
it, in fact, a great bill.

And I urge everybody to vote against
the Flake amendment. Keep that in
mind. The Flake amendment is not a
good amendment for this bill. If we
want to relieve our congestion on our
highways, we have to use our water-
ways.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

First, let me thank the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), our chairman and ranking mem-
ber, and the chair of the subcommittee
for their leadership. I am delighted to
acknowledge that this committee
works bipartisanly.

Today, we consider the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2005. And
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this bill addresses what the Congress
failed to do for the past 5 years, to
enact a Water Resources Development
Act.

I support biennial legislation for the
Corps water resources program. It is
critical to maintain a 2-year cycle to
provide continuity to the program and
certainly to the nonfederal sponsors
who support the Corps projects.

A biennial cycle also affords Congress
the opportunity to monitor and, if nec-
essary, amend the workings of the
Corps program, often in response to
changing circumstances.

H.R. 2864 authorizes projects for the
entirety of the Corps civil works pro-
gram. It includes major flood control,
navigation, environmental restoration,
and other water resources projects.
This legislation represents roughly 5%
years of project requests and modifica-
tions, as well as oversight over how the
Corps of Engineers carries out its busi-
ness.

As in the past, projects included in
this bill were included not on the basis
of whether they were Democratic
projects or Republican projects but on
their individual merit. And this is as it
should be.

Many of these projects provide vital
public safety and economic benefits to
our constituents. Their approval
should not be withheld solely for par-
tisan reasons. Again, I thank the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
DUNCAN), the chairman of the sub-
committee, for working with me and
with individual Members on both sides
of the aisle to accommodate their re-
quests for this important legislation.
All of us know that the more we delay
projects like this, the more costly they
become and sometimes the conditions
worsen.

I also acknowledge our leadership of
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
OBERSTAR), our ranking member, who
cannot be here because he is attending
the funeral of his mother-in-law, but he
certainly has interest and a great deal
of expertise in water resources issues.

I strongly support this legislation
and recommend that my colleagues
vote in favor of final passage.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise to urge all Members to support
H.R. 2864, the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 2005. I want to first ac-
knowledge the great assistance, the
hard work, and especially the bipar-
tisan nature of all the efforts of the
staff on both sides and the gentleman
from Alaska (Chairman YOUNG), our
great chairman; the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), our rank-
ing member, who has worked on this
committee as a staff member and as a
member since being elected to the
House and has seniority over all of us
on that; and my close friendship and
good working relationship with the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE
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BERNICE JOHNSON), my ranking mem-
ber. And I want to acknowledge also
the hard work done by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. COSTELLO), the
former ranking member, with whom we
worked out so many contentious issues
the first time this bill came up.

The bill authorizes and directs the
Corps to carry out various studies,
projects, and programs relating to
navigation, flood damage reduction,
shoreline protection, dam safety, water
supply, recreation, and environmental
restoration and protection. H.R. 2864 is
very similar to H.R. 2557 from the last
Congress, which passed this House on
September 24, 2003, by a vote of 412 to
8.

At the beginning of this Congress,
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure leadership sent a Dear
Colleague to all House Members to give
them an opportunity to update their
project requests. In response, the com-
mittee received more than 340 letters
from Members making requests for
more than 1,000 projects, studies and
modifications. Given budgetary con-
straints, we could not accommodate
every request. However, we were able
to address over 600 separate matters.

The bill also includes provisions that
reform the planning and project devel-
opment process of the Corps of Engi-
neers, including the most extensive
independent peer review process ever
set forth in one of these water re-
sources bills or any other bill. These
provisions were worked out in a bipar-
tisan manner in the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure last
Congress and were in the WRDA bill
that the House approved overwhelm-
ingly at that time.

We stand by the agreement that we
made during the last Congress and
have made only a few clarifying
changes to these policy provisions. As
a result, the main difference between
H.R. 2864 and the bill from the last
Congress is the addition of three large
projects that were not ready for au-
thorization during the last Congress
but have now completed chief’s reports
from the Corps of Engineers. These
projects are the Indian River Lagoon
Everglades Restoration project, the
Louisiana Coastal Area Ecosystem
Restoration program, and the Upper
Mississippi River and Illinois Water-
way Navigation and Ecosystem Res-
toration program. Together, these
projects represent $56 billion in federal
authorization or about half the cost of
this bill. We knew these chief’s reports
were coming, so, in the last Congress,
the Water Resources and Environment
Subcommittee held separate hearings
on each. Later there will be debate on
part of the Upper Mississippi River and
Illinois Waterway chief’s report, the
authorization of the seven new locks
there. This is a $1.8 billion authoriza-
tion, but one half of that funding
comes from the Inland Waterway Trust
Fund, which is funded by a 20 cents per
gallon tax on inland waterway fuel.

These lock authorizations are the
number one priority of the Inland Wa-
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terway Users Board, the board rep-
resenting the people who pay into the
inland Waterway Trust Fund. It is im-
portant to understand that the Upper
Mississippi River and Illinois Water-
way Navigation Authorization is not
the most costly Corps project. The au-
thorization of $1.8 billion is for seven
different locks; so the per-project cost
is really on average $257 million.

At the subcommittee hearing on the
Upper Mississippi River and Illinois
Waterway project, the subcommittee
received very strong testimony in sup-
port of this project from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Department
of Transportation, and the Department
of the Interior and the Environmental
Protection Agency. All of the civil
works projects in this bill, all of them,
Mr. Chairman, are investments in
America that save capital, make our
exports more competitive, make our
imports more affordable, and improve
our environment and our quality of
life.

Over 200 organizations have sent us
letters supporting this legislation, in-
cluding the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, who has stated that they will
make this one of their key votes of the
year; the American Farm Bureau; the
American Association of Port Authori-
ties; the American Society of Civil En-
gineers; the Associated General Con-
tractors of America; the National Asso-
ciation of Flood and Stormwater Man-
agement Agencies; the National Corn
Growers Association; the National As-
sociation of Wheat Growers; the Na-
tional Council of Farmer Cooperatives;
the National Mining Association; the
National Stone, Sand and Gravel Asso-
ciation; the Portland Cement Associa-
tion; seven different national labor
unions. In fact, I do not believe that we
will deal with any bill in the Congress
this year that has more bipartisan and
broad support from both labor and
business than this legislation, and over
180 other organizations that would be
too numerous to name, and it would
take too much time.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to rec-
ognize again the expertise and friend-
ship provided by the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON),
the ranking member of the sub-
committee. It is an honor and privilege
to work with her and also the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Chairman YOUNG)
and the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR), ranking member, and
the entire committee. We have a bill
that has the unanimous support of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

Mr. Chairman, it is a good bill, and I
urge all Members to support it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COSTELLO).

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time.
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I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG),
chairman of the full committee; the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR); the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. DUNCAN), the chairman of the sub-
committee, for all of his hard work;
and of course the work of the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON), our ranking member on the
subcommittee, for a job well done for
bringing this legislation to the floor
today. Without their strong leadership,
dedication and persistence, we would
not have a bill before us to consider.

H.R. 2864 authorizes projects for
major flood control, navigation, envi-
ronmental restoration, and other water
resource projects, as well as it includes
authorization of several important
projects to restore and enhance the Na-
tion’s environmental infrastructure.

The United States transportation
system is the envy of the world. We
have an extensive system of highways,
ports, locks and dams, and airports.
Yet we have neglected to upgrade and
modernize our infrastructure over the
years. We should not build infrastruc-
ture in this country and then walk
away from it without maintaining it
and modernizing it as it becomes anti-
quated like we have done with the
Upper Mississippi River and the Illinois
Waterways lock and dam system.

This bill, after 15 years of talking
and inaction, finally authorizes the
modernization of the Upper Mississippi
and Illinois Waterway system. The bill
authorizes the replacement of 600-foot
navigation locks with seven new 1,200-
foot locks. In addition, the bill author-
izes the largest environmental restora-
tion program, next to the Florida Ever-
glades, to ensure that the project goes
forward respecting the environment
and minimizing any adverse impact.

At a time when other countries are
investing and improving their naviga-
tion systems, we are still operating a
lock and dam system that is well over
a half century old, built to handle 600-
foot barges, not the 1,200-foot barges of
today, and a system that exceeded its
life expectancy over 20 years ago and is
very expensive to maintain and repair.
Our current system loses about 10 per-
cent of its capacity every year due to
system failures and breakdowns.

The gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) and the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. FLAKE), my friends, have
offered an amendment that I urge all of
my colleagues to oppose. In my opin-
ion, if this amendment is adopted, it
will further delay and most likely kill
the modernization project. They raise
questions about the need for the
project and have concerns about the
environment. They believe that, with
the increased use of ethanol here in the
United States, that traffic will de-
crease in the coming years on the Mis-
sissippi River and the Illinois water-
ways. On the question of the need to
modernize for the future of the system,
some studies have said that major in-
creases in traffic will take place. Oth-
ers have indicated that the demand
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will decrease. It depends on which
study we look at and read and which
study we want to believe.

What we do know for certain is that
other countries are investing in mod-
ernizing their navigation system and
our system on the Upper Mississippi
and the Illinois waterway system out-
lived its life expectancy over 20 years
ago. The system cannot handle today’s
traffic in an efficient and cost-effective
manner, and it is costing taxpayers
tens of millions of dollars to patch it
together, let alone the cost in time and
money.

On the issue of ethanol, I agree with
my friends that there will be an in-
crease in the production of ethanol and
more of a demand here at home.
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Let me also say that increase in de-
mand here at home will require that we
transport both grain and DDGS both in
the United States and abroad. Already,
in the first quarter of this year, we
have seen an 11 percent increase in
DDGS shipped to other countries using
ethanol through the New Orleans Port.

Lastly, the environment. I am as
concerned about the environment as
anyone. I would not support the mod-
ernization of the Upper Mississippi
without the safeguards in this bill that
respect the environment. This project
will have the second largest environ-
mental restoration program in the Na-
tion.

Finally, we do not need another
study. We do not need further delays.
We need to move forward with the
project to modernize the navigation
system, while providing congressional
oversight in making certain that the
environmental restoration protections
are implemented.

The gentleman from Tennessee
(Chairman DUNCAN) has indicated that
this bill probably has more support
from the business community and
labor unions than any bill that we will
consider this year.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, at this
time I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California (Mr. GARY G. MILLER),
a member of the committee.

(Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of H.R. 2864, the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 2005. This important
legislation is long overdue in address-
ing the needs of our Nation’s water re-
sources infrastructure. I commend the
gentleman from Alaska (Chairman
YouNG) and the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Chairman DUNCAN) for their
hard work and dedication in drafting a
water infrastructure policy that sets
our Nation on the course to an eco-
nomically and environmentally sus-
tainable future.

The dependability of our Nation’s
water infrastructure could not be more
vital to the health, safety, and overall
quality of life of every American. As a
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Representative from Southern Cali-
fornia, where we face significant water
supply challenges, a safe and reliable
water supply infrastructure system is
particularly important to me.

The work to implement needed flood
control measures is critical to pre-
venting loss of life and property to our
Nation’s communities. This bill is crit-
ical to accommodating the many more
flood control projects awaiting author-
ization. In addition, this bill stream-
lines the feasibility study process and
enforces policies that are based on
sound science.

The enactment of this bill is of crit-
ical importance to the Nation’s envi-
ronmental and economic well-being.
For every $1 billion spent on water re-
sources development activities, ap-
proximately 40,000 jobs are created. In
addition, an estimated $706 billion in
damages has been prevented through
flood reduction projects, representing a
6-to-1 return on investment.

Congress must commit to infrastructure in-
vestments now to leave behind a legacy of
economic security and opportunity for future
generations.

This bill provides a Federal commitment to
such infrastructure investments, leaving be-
hind a legacy of safe and reliable water infra-
structure systems.

| urge my colleagues to vote for this impor-
tant bill to ensure our Nation has an economi-
cally and environmentally sound water re-
sources infrastructure.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) for her leader-
ship and the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. DUNCAN), the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), and the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR). I also
want to thank the staff on both sides,
but the staff on our side has kept us
well informed of the progress of the
bill, worked with us on the projects
that we needed; and I greatly appre-
ciate the work that they have all done
on this.

I support the underlying bill. I am
looking forward to the manager’s
amendment from the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG). Many of us
throughout the Nation have projects in
here. I just want to stress a couple that
are important to my own constituents
in Imperial and San Diego counties in
California.

The New River in my district starts
in Mexico, flows into the Salton Sea,
one of the biggest bodies of water in
the United States which I share with
the gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
BoNO). This river, the New River, has
been described as the world’s most pol-
luted river. Due to grossly inadequate
sewage treatment and solid waste fa-
cilities in Mexico, raw sewage, indus-
trial waste, and garbage, up to 50 mil-
lion gallons a day, are constantly re-
leased into the New River.

It violates every water quality stand-
ard we have. Plants and animals can-
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not survive in the New River, and it
threatens the health and safety of the
residents of my district. It also runs
through the Imperial County farmlands
that supply many of our Nation’s win-
ter crops. By supplying the funds to
treat and clean up this river in this
bill, we are assuring the health and
well-being of the food that we feed to
the children of our Nation.

The New River also runs through the
city of Brawley, California, which has
its own water quality problems. The
city’s proximity to the United States-
Mexico border makes both their air and
water vulnerable to pollution that
comes up from Mexico. This legislation
will provide funds to the Brawley area
to improve the conditions in their
water.

Finally, WRDA provides the appro-
priate funding level to San Diego Coun-
ty for the removal of non-native exotic
species from the drinking water in the
Sweetwater Reservoir. My constitu-
ents, like everyone throughout the
country, deserve clean water. This leg-
islation provides them with the re-
sources to make this a reality.

As our speakers have said, this is a
bipartisan, well-written bill which will
not only help in creating jobs across
the Nation, but will help provide safe
and clean water for our future. So
please join me in supporting this bill
and the manager’s amendment. We are
truly voting to ensure America’s fu-
ture.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MACK), an outstanding mem-
ber of our committee.

Mr. MACK. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to express my strong support for
the Water Resources Development Act
of 2005, also known as WRDA. This im-
portant legislation affirms our con-
tinuing commitment to our Nation’s
water resources infrastructure and will
help protect and preserve our Nation’s
freedom, security, and prosperity.

Today’s WRDA bill includes several
projects that are significant for south-
west Florida. Before I highlight one of
those projects, I would like to thank
our colleague and my subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. DUNCAN), for his partner-
ship and leadership in his efforts to
produce a WRDA bill that addresses
the needs of our Nation. I also want to
thank the subcommittee staff for all of
their hard work in getting this critical
legislation to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, the Water Resources
Development Act is important legisla-
tion that sets forth a comprehensive
national water resources policy, to-
gether with authorization of civil
works projects that are investments in
America. It will improve our transpor-
tation infrastructure, bolster our envi-
ronment, and enhance our quality of
life.

This legislation is vitally important
to Florida. In particular, this bill will
support restoration of the Everglades,
one of our Nation’s most precious eco-
systems. South Florida, which includes
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my district, is home to millions of
Americans, several of the fastest-grow-
ing cities in the country, and a huge
tourism industry, and also contains
one of the most unique environmental
resources in the country.

Over the past century, manmade
changes to the region’s water flow have
provided important economic benefits
to the region, but have also had dev-
astating effects on the environment.
The Federal Government and the State
of Florida have begun a long-term part-
nership to restore the ecosystem and
preserve it for future generations.

Make no mistake: environmental res-
toration projects like these improve
water quality and habitats, benefit our
people and wildlife. The actions we are
considering today will support this
continued partnership.

Mr. Chairman, the Water Resources
Development Act of 2005 is good for my
district in southwest Florida, it is good
for the State of Florida, and it is good
for the Nation. I encourage my col-
leagues to vote for this critical legisla-
tion.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield for the
purpose of making a unanimous con-
sent request to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GENE GREEN).

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I will submit my statement
for the RECORD in support of this legis-
lation and in support of the Halls
Bayou Federal Flood Control Project
in Houston, Texas.

Mr. Chairman, | want to congratulate the
Subcommittee on Water Resources and the
full Transportation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee for reporting out the Water Resources
Development Act, WRDA, of 2005. | appre-
ciate your inclusion of our language for the
Halls Bayou Federal Flood Control Project in
Houston, Texas.

Historic flooding along Halls Bayou has
been severe and frequent in some neighbor-
hoods. During Tropical Storm Allison in June
2001, Halls Bayou was hit very hard, with
more than 8,000 homes flooding within the
watershed. No project can keep all homes
from flooding, but a project can help reduce
the risk of flooding for a significant number of
families, reducing the need for Federal assist-
ance, property damage, and loss of life.

The purpose of section 5128 of this legisla-
tion which pertains to Halls Bayou is to allow
the Harris County Flood Control District,
HCFCD, to conduct the GRR and any subse-
quent Federal interest project on Halls Bayou.
The Corps is limited in its staff, resources, and
time with the many projects in the Galveston
District and the Southwest Division. Local
project sponsors with the necessary expertise,
like Harris County, can provide efficiency by
becoming more involved.

Halls Bayou, a major tributary of Greens
Bayou, was authorized in WRDA 1990 as part
of the Buffalo Bayou and Tributaries Project.
The original Halls Bayou authorization as-
sumed the Greens Bayou project in place,
which is now finishing a General Reevaluation
Review, GRR. Results indicate that the work
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on Greens Bayou downstream of Halls Bayou
will not have Federal work although it will have
significant local projects. Therefore, a GRR is
now needed for Halls Bayou as well.

While conducting the GRR to find a possible
Federal interest, Harris County can begin
project implementation in order to reduce fu-
ture flood damage as soon as possible. Add-
ing Halls Bayou to section 211(f) allows Harris
County to be reimbursed if the project is later
approved by the Secretary. | thank the Sub-
committee and full Committee for their work
on this issue.

| support the bill and the balance that it
strikes between the need to improve water re-
sources for human purposes and to preserve
our water uses for the environment and future
generations.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes
to the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentlewoman’s courtesy
in permitting me to speak on this leg-
islation.

Mr. Chairman, this Water Resources
Development Act is an important start
to change the way that we do business.
I salute the hard work from our chair-
man, the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG); the gentleman from Minnesota
(Ranking Member OBERSTAR); the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ranking Mem-
ber EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON); and a spe-
cial note of thanks to the vision and
hard work of my friend, the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN), to move
forward with ways that we ought to be
dealing with water resources.

Usually, in the past, Congress has
produced just a collection of projects
and, too often in the past, things that
make the Corps of Engineers’ job hard-
er: Too little money to deal with a
huge backlog that contains the good,
the bad, the ugly, and the obsolete. We
make the job of the Corps of Engineers
even harder, since they are operating
under outdated principles and guide-
lines that have not been updated since
1983. You would not go to a heart sur-
geon or a brain surgeon under that cir-
cumstance. The Corps of Engineers is
facing an almost $60 billion backlog,
and only $2 billion a year of construc-
tion money for these critical projects,
and this makes it intensely political.

Well, this brings me to the dinosaur
of the navigation projects that is in
this bill which has been referenced by
my good friend, the gentleman from I1-
linois (Mr. COSTELLO). The Upper Mis-
sissippi Lock Project is going to be the
most expensive navigation project in
history. Where I must take modest ex-
ception to my friend, the gentleman
from Illinois, we are not walking away.
We have not walked away. He would
not let us walk away from the prob-
lems of Mississippi navigation.

In fact, I think we have an $88 mil-
lion renovation project that is occur-
ring right now immediately adjacent to
where there is going to be a massive
new lock built. We have invested ap-
propriately almost $1 billion, almost $1
billion in the last 25 years. So, any hint
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that we have walked away or that we
do not care about the Mississippi
sysem is wrong. Congress has proven
that it does care, and it has invested.
Have we invested everything that one
would want in all of these locks? Look
at your district and see if Congress has
ever invested everything that you want
and need. But given a $60 billion back-
log, we have done a pretty good job
dealing with this channel.

Now, I deeply, deeply respect the
work the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COSTELLO) has done in the past. I do
not know who is opposing this project
on environmental grounds. Those
words have not come from my mouth.
I appreciate the hard work that the
gentleman did earlier, I think that this
is very important environmental res-
toration work, and it is work that is
long overdue. We have treated the Mis-
sissippi River as a machine for well
over a century; and the wildlife, the
people who depend on it for recreation,
for the environmental health, they
need these environmental investments,
they deserve it, and I hope it happens.
But I think what we need to be focus-
ing on is how we are going to deal with
this massive project.

Now, I am not here today to say that
it should be eliminated. I again take
modest exception to the notion that
you must pick studies, dueling studies.
The independent studies from the Na-
tional Academy of Science time and
time and time again have documented
that the economic justification is not
there. In fact, we had the Inspector
General find that the corps, under in-
tense political pressure, cooked the
books, two generals and a colonel lost
their job. It was a scandal, and a whis-
tleblower had to get protection because
he was going to be fired for just telling
the truth.

Well, what we have offered as an
amendment is a safety valve that if the
experts, the independent experts are
wrong and barge traffic is going to go
up, not decline, then the project goes
ahead, because the corps cannot build
this project for another 4 or 5 years
anyway. It goes ahead, and we continue
spending lots of money renovating the
existing locks. But our amendment is a
safety valve and a reality check.

Now, I think this bill is a good start.
I hope our amendment is approved, be-
cause there is an effort here to accel-
erate the good work that the com-
mittee, past and present, has done. We
are going to strongly urge that we
make the transition to make sure that
given the troubled history of this
project, given the fact that it will im-
pact every district across the country
competing for scarce resources, we
ought to have this safety valve and re-
ality check.

I strongly urge approval of the bill
and approval of the Flake-Blumenauer
amendment at the appropriate time.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the op-
portunity to share my admiration for
the good work of the subcommittee. I
have enjoyed my service, and I look
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forward to working as it moves forward
through the legislative process.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. FOLEY), a strong proponent of
the Everglades portion of this legisla-
tion.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, let me
thank the gentleman from Tennessee
(Chairman DUNCAN) and the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. COSTELLO) and the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON) for all of their work
in helping us improve the quality of
life in Florida.

This provision in this bill is criti-
cally needed for the State of Florida
and for our national treasure, the Ever-
glades. It is being polluted. It is being
destroyed. And much like a patient, it
is waiting for emergency surgery. This
bill finally allocates, after many years
of attempts, to fund the necessary re-
construction and replumbing of Flor-
ida’s Everglades, specifically, the In-
dian River Lagoon, which is a project
of massive proportion that is impor-
tant to the restoration of the Ever-
glades and cleaning up our tributaries,
our lagoons, and our estuaries.
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I want to thank our local and State
and Federal parties who have worked
tirelessly to ensure this plan would be
included in the bill. My constituents in
Martin County have come on repeated
occasions to our Nation’s Capital at
their own expense, to plead for funding
for this important Indian River Lagoon
Project. They have organized rallies.
They have written letters. And they
have passed on themselves a half-penny
sales tax to show their commitment is
not only through deeds but through fis-
cal actions.

So they have taken it upon them-
selves to assist in raising the necessary
moneys to complete this project. I
want to thank the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the Jacksonville District,
who worked tirelessly with our State
partner, the South Florida Water Man-
agement District, Governor Bush and
the cabinet have worked and have
weighed in on this issue, and I have to
thank the White House as well for pav-
ing the way to make this very, very
important financial commitment to
the restoration of America’s treasured
Everglades.

The committee has listened to me
many, many years pleading for this
project to be included. I thank them
for listening. Time now is for action,
for not only the House to pass WRDA,
to include the Indian River Lagoon,
but for the Senate to act accordingly
and bring this to fruition. I thank all
parties involved, and I hope we have a
very strong vote in support.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2% min-
utes to the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me the
time. I thank her for her very hard and
thoughtful work on this bill.
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I thank the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, (Chairman DUNCAN) as well. I
appreciated the hearings you had try-
ing to press us really to new plateaus
on water projects. I am grateful for the
inclusion in the manager’s amendment
of an amendment that would require
the Secretary to coordinate with the
governor, the mayors, for a 10-year
plan for restoration of the Anacostia
River which flows within sight of the
Congress. In many ways, it is the Con-
gressional River, not only because it is
so near, but because if you will forgive
me, when Congressional toilets flush
on a rainy day, the waste from the
Anacostia, the waste goes into the
Anacostia River and finds its way all of
the way down to the Chesapeake Bay,
one of the great wonders of the United
States.

This is about more than beauty, how-
ever; it is about health and the eco-
logically integrity of the waterways of
this entire region. The Federal Govern-
ment is a major offender. One-third of
the sewer system here serves the Fed-
eral presence. The Federal Government
is a rate payer; it would not be a rate
payer, of course, if it was not strongly
and significantly involved. The Federal
Government built the sewer system
here 100 years ago. The Corps of Engi-
neers still runs it.

But the Federal Government is not a
major contributor to the billion dollar
combined sewer overflow problem,
much of it of its own Federal making.

There are many projects in this bill.
We do have $565 million in this bill, for
which I am very grateful, but histori-
cally, if you look over the last 20 years,
there have Dbeen projects, large
amounts of money to jurisdictions and
projects which have absolutely no rela-
tionship to the Federal sector.

Here we have the Federal sector
deeply involved, a billion-dollar prob-
lem, and we have yet to really get to
the bottom of it.

I want to particularly thank you for
the way in which the Chairman and the
ranking member have understood this
problem, and for the ways they have
made us understand that part of the
problem is a larger one, our approach
to water rehabilitation, which is stark-
ly different from the way we under-
stand we have to rehabilitate roads. We
cannot see what is happening in our
water structures. We can see what is
happening on our roads. It is time we
saw what is happening to our health
when we do not deal with our water-
ways in the same way.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman I yield 1
minute at this time to the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON.)

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, you
will hear today and you have heard
today that modernizing our locks and
dams on the Mississippi River is a fi-
nancial boondoggle. Nothing could be
farther from the truth.

And economically, waterway trans-
portation is the most efficient mode of
transporting commercial freight. Our
fleet today carries 800 tons of raw ma-
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terials and finished goods each year,
and it adds $5 billion to the United
States’ economy.

A typical inland barge holds a capac-
ity of 15 tons greater than one rail car,
and 60 times greater than one semi-
trailer truck. Waterway transportation
is also the most environmentally
friendly mode of commercial transpor-
tation.

I would like to remind my colleagues
from Oregon and Arizona that mod-
ernization of the Ohio River navigation
system has been ongoing for more than
40 years, and updated to current value,
investments to restore that navigation
system would far surpass the cost of
improvements on the Upper Mississippi
and Illinois waterways.

You know, we ship millions of tons of
agricultural commodities—oil, gas,
chemicals, fertilizers, hazardous mate-
rials—up and down the Mississippi
River because it is safer, and it is less
costly. For this reason, we must con-
tinue the modernization process and
defeat Flake-Blumenauer when it
comes up later today.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentlewoman from Pennsylvania
(Ms. SCHWARTZ.)

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today in support of
the Water Resources Development Act.
I want to acknowledge the wonderful
work, important work of the chairman
and ranking member for their efforts
and the gentleman from Alaska (Chair-
man YOUNG) and the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) for their
leadership in bringing this much need-
ed bill to the floor today.

It has been 5 years since Congress has
passed a water resources bill, legisla-
tion that is significant in recognizing
the Federal Government’s commitment
to improving the navigational safety of
our waterways and upgrading our local
water infrastructure.

My colleagues, we cannot take the
safety and security of our water for
granted. Many of the sewer and drink-
ing water pipes in our Nation today
were installed 50 to 100 years ago.
Those pipes are showing their age,
leaking, cracking, breaking. By passing
this legislation, we reaffirm Congress’s
commitment to providing clean and
safe water in communities across the
Nation.

The bill also contains an important
provision that compliments the—re-
cently passed in the House—bill, called
the Delaware River Protection Act,
legislation crafted by the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO), the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SAXTON), the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. ANDREWS), the gentleman
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE) and my-
self, to respond to the November 2004
oil spill that occurred alongside our
districts in the Port of Philadelphia.

The oil spill struck at the heart of
our region, dumping 265,000 gallons of
oil in the Delaware River. Its effect
was devastating, temporarily shutting
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down a nuclear power plant, impeding
trade, injuring, Kkilling wildlife and
putting the area’s drinking water at
risk.

The Delaware River Protection Act
will bolster our ability to better pro-
vide for the environmental integrity
and economic vitality of the Delaware
River and the greater Philadelphia
area.

Additionally, today’s legislation
gives the Army Corps of Engineers the
authority to remove debris from the
riverbed of the Delaware River, an au-
thority we need to keep the river safe
for navigation and to prevent a similar
incident in the future.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote yes on this bill. It is time to let
our local and State officials know that
we will continue working with them to
maintain our water infrastructure,
something that is so important to pro-
tecting Americans’ health.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. UpTON) for the purpose of
making a brief statement and entering
into a colloquy.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the committee on both sides of
the aisle, particularly all of the par-
ties. I just want to explain, when I was
in Michigan this last week, over the
July 4th recess, I met with my Corps of
Engineers as it related to the harbor in
St. Joe and Benton Harbor.

They asked that we take steps nec-
essary to lower the depth of the harbor
from 21 feet to 23 feet, which would be
consistent with the other harbors
along Lake Michigan, Holland, as well
as Muskegon and Traverse City.

I realize that it is too late now, as
the rule has been pending, to offer that
as an amendment. And I would just
like to receive an assurance from both
sides that we will work together in
conference to include the appropriate
language, so that, at the end of the
day, in fact, that we will be able to see
this harbor dredged, obviously with the
correct appropriation from the proper
subcommittee.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. UPTON. I yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee.

Mr. DUNCAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. It is my understanding
that this is a very fine project that the
gentleman has endorsed and is strongly
proposing here, and we will be glad to
work with the gentleman in every way
to assure that this ends up in the legis-
lation.

Mr. UPTON. Thank you.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I want to say
that I agree to work with this change
in conference.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
SALAZAR.)

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to thank the gentlewoman
from Texas for yielding me this time to
speak on this important bill.
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I rise today to express my strong sup-
port for the Water Resource Develop-
ment Act of 2005. As a new Member of
Congress, I am also proud to be on a
part of the committee that works in
such a bipartisan way. I would like to
recognize the gentleman from Alaska
(Chairman YOUNG) and the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) the
ranking member as well as the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Chairman
DUNCAN) and the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) for
their strong leadership.

Today, each Member will have an op-
portunity to vote for a bill that is
about investing in America. It is about
investing in our infrastructure. And to
me, it is about addressing rural Colo-
rado’s water resources needs.

WRDA will authorize new projects
for the Corps of Engineers, including
certain environmental restoration
projects in our rivers and our lakes. I
am pleased that WRDA contains two
projects that are critical to water re-
sources in my district out in Colorado.

The first project is out in the eastern
part of my district and provides for
water transmission infrastructure in
Pueblo and Otero Counties for safe
drinking water.

The second will help the water and
wastewater related infrastructure for
the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe in south-
eastern Colorado. Like many areas, the
needs of the Third Congressional Dis-
trict and the county resources are
stretched thin. But assistance from the
Army Corps will go far.

I thank the leadership for the sup-
port of these projects. Water is the life-
blood of rural Colorado. After 5 years
of delay, Congress should move quickly
and put WRDA on the President’s desk
for signature. I urge my colleagues to
vote yes for WRDA.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to a member of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. HOEKSTRA).

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN), the
chairman. I thank him for the work
that he has done on this bill, and man-
aging this bill on the floor today.

Later on today, there will be an
amendment coming forward that is
being sponsored by my colleague, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK)
any myself.

And what this amendment will do is
it will ensure that the Corps of Engi-
neers uses the criteria that it used in
2004 for the projects in the harbors that
will be dredged under this bill. It is im-
portant to my district.

I represent a district with over 200
miles of Liake Michigan shoreline, and
a number of different harbors, and the
Corps of Engineers had proposed a cri-
teria that would have meant that a
number of my harbors would no longer
have qualified for dredging.

Well, when you are along the shores
of Lake Michigan, you begin to realize
that, for many of these communities,
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both from an economic development,
both recreational and commercial, the
harbor is the lifeblood to these commu-
nities.

When this amendment is brought for-
ward, and it is going to be supported by
the gentleman managing the bill, I
thank him for his support. As that
amendment becomes part of the bill, it
will ensure that the harbors, these
kinds of harbors will get the dredging
that is necessary to keep them open.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
EVANS).

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to express my support for H.R.
2864, particularly the provisions au-
thorizing the projects in the Upper
Mississippi River Basin.

As many of our colleagues know, the
Corps began studying the locking needs
on the river nearly 12 years ago. Those
locks were designed a long time ago.
They need to be modernized and im-
proved sooner rather than later.

Farmers in Brazil, China and other
competing countries have had the ad-
vantage of government investment in
infrastructure to ship their goods. We
must invest in expanding our locks so
that our farmers can compete.

Additionally the bill addresses the
ecosystem’s needs for the areas of the
river. The Corps projects will help re-
store the wildlife along the Mississippi.
These resources put to improving the
ecosystem are a necessary compliment
to lock improvement.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this improvement and sup-
port H.R. 2864.
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Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. LAHOOD), a former member of
the committee.

(Mr. LAHOOD asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman very much for his leader-
ship and certainly on the minority
side, I thank them for their leadership
over there to all the staff.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this bill and certainly against the
Flake amendment. But the important
part of this bill, I think, for the coun-
try is we are going to fix the potholes
in the river. That is what I call the
locks and dams. They have not been
touched for over 50 years. They need to
be replaced. They need to be repaired.
These are the pot holes; and if we have
potholes in our roads, we fix them up.
The potholes on the rivers are the
locks and dams.

This bill provides the authorization
that will allow the Committee on Ap-
propriations to come up with the
money to implement the plan that has
been long overdue and long coming
with the Corps of Engineers’ $3.2 billion
over 15 years that will help those who
use the Illinois and Mississippi Rivers
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to continue to have it be the navigable
waterway that is so important for the
transportation of the food and fiber
that is used and produced all along
those two waterways.

I encourage all to support the bill
and to vote against the Flake amend-
ment.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
BERRY).

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) for yielding
me time, and I appreciate the great job
that she and the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. DUNCAN) have done with
this bill along with the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the ranking
member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

I rise in support of this bill and the
good work it does with the environ-
ment and with environmental restora-
tion, but I must speak against the
Flake-Blumenauer amendment. I know
that these gentlemen have good inten-
tions and good will in their hearts, but
I have to tell you that I think they are
terribly misguided.

It is interesting to me that we have
two folks opposed to something on the
Mississippi River that live a thousand
miles from there and live in States
where they do not have any water.
There are rivers in their States that
are empty. They are just nothing but a
hole in the ground. Those of us in the
Mississippi River Valley understand
what a critical, essential thing it is to
our economy to have a navigable Mis-
sissippi River, and that is what we are
talking about here is maintaining and
improving the ability to have a super-
highway into the international mar-
ketplace at a time when we are moving
into a world economy for that part of
the central United States.

It would be absolutely insane not to
complete the restoration of the naviga-
tion capacity of the upper Mississippi
River, and that is why you should op-
pose the Flake-Blumenauer amend-
ment.

This is a good thing. It would make
just as much sense for me to offer an
amendment to do away with the main-
tenance on the interstate highways in
the States of Arizona and Oregon. I
would not do that. What we need to do
is to expedite the repair and mainte-
nance and restoration of the capacity
to navigate the upper Mississippi River
and the entire navigation system of
this country. It is absolutely essential
to our economic growth and our eco-
nomic well-being in today’s worldwide
economy.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the very distinguished
gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
HULSHOF).

(Mr. HULSHOF asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
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time. I rise to speak in favor of this
long overdue Water Resources Develop-
ment Act and to applaud the chairman
and ranking member for bringing it to
the floor, but specifically to speak
strongly in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by my colleagues, the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE)
and the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER).

I grew up in the shadow of the levees
along the Mississippi River that pro-
tect the fertile farm land in southeast
Missouri and delivered grain from our
family’s farm to barge terminals; and
those extra cents per bushel have
helped keep food on our table and keep
that family farm within our family.

I am presently privileged to rep-
resent Missouri’s ninth district which
includes about 120 miles of the Mis-
sissippi, four of the locks in question,
several important environmental
projects, including mitigation and
habitat restoration. Let me echo what
the gentleman who just spoke, my
friend from Arkansas, said, that it is a
little bit frustrating for those of us
who know and understand and appre-
ciate the character and the many fac-
ets of the Mississippi River to deal
with an amendment that has been of-
fered by those whose personal knowl-
edge of locks and dams is a seat on a
plane 30,000 feet above these very struc-
tures which maintain the navigable
waterway of the Mississippi River.

When the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER) was a signatory to a
letter to the gentleman from Ohio
(Chairman HOBSON) back in March of
2004 urging a line item appropriation to
dredge the Columbia River channel
from 40 to 43 feet, I did not object be-
cause the gentleman should know his
own district and how it affects his in-
frastructure in his area.

Let me just address some of the con-
cerns that have been raised by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER). First of all, I have been
hearing that this amendment by the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE)
and the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) is a compromise.

The underlying bill is a compromise.
There are 29 locks and dams on the
upper Mississippi River. We are talking
about modernizing five of those locks
on the upper Mississippi along with
two on the Illinois River.

We have heard the discussion about
this being a costly boondoggle, that
the cost-benefit analysis does not jus-
tify modernization of locks and dams.
Here are some facts. First of all, I did
not hear from the gentleman offering
the amendment that we should have a
cost-benefit analysis for the environ-
mental restoration portion of the bill.
Secondly, as the chairman pointed out
in his opening remarks, $900 million,
half of the cost of modernizing the
locks and dams, is already being borne
by the barge owners and operators with
this 20-cent-per-fuel excise tax that is
now going into the Inland Waterway
Trust Fund.
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What is interesting, Mr. Chairman, is
the fact that 40 percent of the funds in
that trust fund have been placed there
by the upper Mississippi barge owners
and operators, and yet only about 15
percent of the trust fund is used on
projects that help those operators on
the upper Mississippi.

It is not the first time those of us in
the Midwest helped subsidize infra-
structure across the country. Highway
89 that cuts through the gentleman
from Arizona’s (Mr. FLAKE) district,
those of us in the Midwest helped sub-
sidize the maintenance of that high-
way.

Just as the light rail project the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER)
has pushed for, about 48 cents out of a
dollar is borne by the passengers of the
light rail system. We pick up the rest
of the cost. I think that is appropriate
just as the users of the upper Mis-
sissippi are paying for half the cost.

Let me say on the issue of traffic de-
creasing, because the gentleman talked
about the $900 million that has been in-
vested in modernization already. Even
with those investments, these 1930s fa-
cilities, we are losing 10 percent a year
and have for the last 10 years, 10 per-
cent reliability. And so the fact is if a
project is broken, it is time to fix it.
You do not wait to see if it gets better.

Traffic has been increasing on the in-
land waterway system everywhere ex-
cept in the upper Mississippi because of
the declining condition of these locks
and dams. It is time we modernize
them.

I urge a vote for the water bill and a
strong vote ‘‘no” against the Flake-
Blumenauer amendment.

| thank the gentleman for bringing forth a
WRDA bill that balances all needs. | also want
to thank both Chairman YOUNG and Chairman
DUNCAN for honoring my request and including
the modernization of seven locks on the Upper
Mississippi River and lllinois Waterway in this
legislation.

| urge all members to support the mod-
ernization of these locks and oppose the
Flake-Blumenauer amendment that would en-
sure that the Mississippi and lllinois Rivers re-
main gravel roads in a world filled with inter-
states.

No one would say that our Nation’s trucks
should transport materials on roads built in the
1930s. But we are forcing the barges on the
Mississippi River to use locks built in that far-
gone era. Doing so limits our access to export
markets and increases the load on our already
over-burdened road and rail system.

Today we will hear supporters of this
amendment say that river traffic has de-
creased; this is true but is very misleading.
Barge traffic has decreased only in the section
of river that contains these woefully outdated
and undersized locks. When you look at
stretches of the river that are unencumbered
by 1930’s technology, barge traffic is increas-
ing.

Why? Because this section is plagued by
delays and unscheduled maintenance clo-
sures, in fact, the capacity of the system is de-
creasing by 10 percent per year because of
these closures. Thus, shippers are forced to
stay away from this section of the river and
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must use road or rail to transport their crops.
Doing so increases transportation costs by al-
most 30 percent.

When something is broke you don’t wait to
see if it will get better on its own, you fix it be-
fore the problem gets worse. Yet Congress-
men FLAKE and BLUMENAUER publicly say they
want to wait and see if the situation improves.
In reality they are using these costly lock
delays and the shippers’ regrettable but under-
standable lack of confidence in 1930’s tech-
nology to achieve their goal of eliminating this
project, saying, “If they come we might build
it.”

Additionally, the Flake-Blumenauer amend-
ment contains no exceptions for droughts,
floods or other factors outside of anyone’s
control that could impact the amount of cargo
transported during their three-year window.
Quite frankly, acts of God should not preclude
us from helping farmers secure export mar-
kets.

Nor should we be forced to justify this
project during a very small window of time; we
need to look long term. The long-term effects
of inaction more than justify the project. If we
allow the delays at our outdated locks to con-
tinue, farmers will lose $562 million per year,
the Nation would lose more than 20,000 jobs
and our trade deficit will increase by $264 mil-
lion. Moreover, corn exports will be decreased
by 68 million bushels per year, soybean ex-
ports by 10 million per year, all before the
year 2020.

And every day we delay is a day where
more cargo is taken off of the river and put on
trucks and rails. These are dangerous options
for all Americans, dangerous to the driving
public because every tow and barge that is
taken off the river is replaced by 870 trucks on
our highways, increasing the likelihood of acci-
dents by 5,967 percent. And dangerous for the
shipper because every barge is replaced by
225 rail cars that even the rail industry says it
does not have, creating a situation where
farmers will be able to grow crops and even
sell crops but never be able to ship these
crops.

If you support trade, providing farmers ac-
cess to as many markets as possible and op-
pose adding 4 million semi trucks to our over-
crowded roads, come join me and the Amer-
ican Farm Bureau, the Carpenters Union, the
lllinois Chamber of Commerce, the National
Corn Growers, and the American Soybean As-
sociation—to name a few—in our opposition to
the Flake-Blumenauer Amendment.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BOS-
WELL).

(Mr. BOSWELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate sharing with the committee I
used to serve on.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, we just
came from talking to Iowa corn grow-
ers a few minutes ago, and this is a ter-
ribly important thing to Iowa and
many States which I will mention as
we discuss this very important matter.

Today we have the opportunity to
support and extend the vitality of the
Nation’s economy by supporting the
upper Mississippi River locks and dams
projects included in this bill.
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The upper Mississippi River water-
way system is in severe need of update
and repair. Until these projects are
completed, many of our farmer owners
who ship out of Iowa, Illinois, Indiana,
Wisconsin, Minnesota, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Montana, Nebraska,
Kansas, and Missouri will continue to
experience costly delays and inefficient
transportation.

This legislation is crucial to pre-
serving U.S. agricultural competitive-
ness in markets worldwide.

Last year we saw an emergency clo-
sure of Lock & Dam 27 in Granite City,
Illinois. The effect of a 2-week closure
at a single site can be felt in the pock-
etbooks of many of my constituents. If
we do not act now to repair these locks
and dams, we continue to risk shut-
down at any number of sites, the effect
of which would be disastrous.

Barge traffic on the Mississippi River
represents the most efficient, most
cost-effective, most environmentally
sound means of transporting com-
modity goods from this region of the
country to market. If we move away
from the barge traffic, the expense we
would have of creating new roads and
rail to accommodate this traffic would
be daunting. Each year hundreds of
millions of tons of commerce move
through the upper Mississippi River
system; this is equivalent to roughly
67,000 barges. To replace barge traffic
with truck and rail traffic would re-
quire 1 million rail cars or 4 million
trucks. This is the most cost-efficient
way to support and maintain the agri-
culture economy in our Nation.

The 2005 Water Resources Develop-
ment Act is important in many ways;
but at its heart it is about job creation,
reducing the burden of transportation
costs of American producers, pro-
moting U.S. agriculture exports, and
supporting the most environmental
friendly mode of transportation.

For the good of our environment, the
good of the economy, and the good of
the Nation, I strongly urge support of
the upper Mississippi locks and dams
project.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
EMANUEL).

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act.

As Congressman Mo Udall used to
say, Everything that has been said has
been said. It just has not been said by
everybody that needs to say it.

There are a lot of good things in this
bill. I am particularly supportive of the
sections pertaining to the Mississippi
and Illinois rivers.

Enlarging and improving the naviga-
tion on these rivers will create jobs,
promote economic growth, and also
strengthen the environment by pro-
viding $1.6 billion in environmental
restoration funding. This is good for
the economy and the environment.
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If everything we did in this country
was like this legislation on other
pieces of legislation, other problems
that we were trying to tackle in this
country, we would be a better place
and a better country.

Navigation in the upper Mississippi
supports more than 400,000 jobs and
90,000 high-paying manufacturing jobs.
Every year, shipping in the upper Mis-
sissippi River adds up to about $1.2 bil-
lion to our economy. Lock moderniza-
tion will provide 48 million man hours
of labor for Midwest workers. But just
as important, the bill provides $1.6 bil-
lion in Federal funding for environ-
mental restoration which will also be
important economically. In fact, under
the bill, for every dollar spent on con-
struction, we spend $2 on environ-
mental restoration.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. It
is a balanced approach. It is right for
the economy. It is right for the envi-
ronment, and it is good for the Nation.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, how much time
is remaining?

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr.
LATHAM). The gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) has 4
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) has 10%%
minutes remaining.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentlewoman’s courtesy
in permitting me to speak.

I wanted to just clarify something. I
really appreciate the interaction that
we are having here, but there is an ele-
ment of confusion.

Some of the talking points that the
opposition to our amendment in the
upper Mississippi have been distrib-
uting contain the notion that we have
ignored the upper Mississippi River,
that the locks are ignored. They are
antiquated. They are crumbling. We
have not done anything. One of my col-
leagues from Illinois said that we had
not touched them for 50 years.

Now, it may be in the talking points,
but it is not true. Right now there is
$88 million that is being spent on Lock
24 for important reconstruction. And I
appreciated the anecdote that my
friend from Missouri pointed out in
terms of a problem that occurred when
there was a visitation recently to the
big 1,200-foot lock where there were
seven bolts that were sheared off. That
story he shared with me is exactly the
point.
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We need to spend money to maintain
what we have in place right now. We
have spent almost $1 billion. We are
not adequately maintaining the cur-
rent locks. My friends are confusing
building elaborate expensive new con-
struction, which may or may not hap-
pen in its entirety, with adequate
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maintenance for what is there now.
This is missing the point. I respectfully
suggest that we not in the course of
this debate confuse these points.

I take modest exception to the no-
tion that just because we are moving
forward with efforts to invest in Amer-
ica’s infrastructure and trying to pro-
tect what we have, that we are some-
how alleging that we have this vast
river system that we are ignoring. We
have not, we are not, and we will not
ignore the river’s needs.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. HULSHOF).

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Chairman, to my
friend from Oregon I would personally
invite him to come out and view these.
Some of these locks, built, again, Mr.
Chairman, in the 1930s, are standing
just out of habit, with bailing wire and
duct tape. And the Corps of Engineers
has done a magnificent job.

Here is the reason, which I did not
get to address earlier as far as the trig-
ger that is in the gentleman’s amend-
ment. The trigger, the tonnage require-
ment the gentleman has in his amend-
ment, does not take into account, for
instance, the weather. A year ago, be-
cause of high water, the river was shut
down as far as barge navigation. In
low-water years, barges can only fill
halfway, for instance.

So by putting this trigger mechanism
in place, it does not take into account
the many variables like weather, like
the failure of one of the locks, which I
did share with the gentleman, a bad
harvest year, fluctuating market prices
that may mean farmers choose to store
their grain rather than ship their
grain.

Again, I certainly acknowledge the
intent with which the gentleman is
bringing this amendment; but, again,
because of the age of these locks and
dams, it is time for modernization.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I have no further
requests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
think everyone here knows that I am
one of the most fiscally conservative
Members of this Congress, but this is a
very fiscally conservative bill. It is not
fiscally conservative to let a very im-
portant asset to deteriorate, and so I
urge passage of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman for yielding me this
time.

I did not plan to come and speak be-
fore the amendment was offered, but
hearing the debate on the floor now, I
am wondering which amendment is
being described. Surely it cannot be
the one we are offering, because the
one we are offering does not scrub the
project and does not say it cannot go
forward. It simply says it should go
forward only if the minimum require-
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ments that have been laid out are met
in terms of it being economically via-
ble and useful. That is all we are say-
ing. It is a pretty darn low bar.

We are saying, let us take the bottom
standard that the corps, the National
Academy of Sciences, CRS, and other
groups have said is feasible in order to
make the project go forward. If it is
not, it should not be built. If it is met,
it should be built.

I heard some discussion about, well,
we would not go to your district and
say you should not build that road or
should not build that waterway or
whatever if it is something you want.
Well, if I say I need a road and it is
going to carry 1,000 people per day, and
over the next 3 years we find out it is
only going to carry 800 per day or 500
per day, I hope my colleagues vote
against it. They ought to. That is why
they are here. That is why we are all
here in this position.

We have a near-$400 billion deficit
this year; a nearly $8 trillion debt. If
we are not willing to husband our re-
sources better than that, what hope do
we have of getting ahold over this debt
and deficit?

Our amendment, again to be clear,
does not say this project should not go
forward. It simply says it ought to
meet the requirements that have been
laid out by those who are advocating
the project itself. So this amendment
that has been spoken of, I can assure
all of my colleagues, it is not being of-
fered. The amendment that is being of-
fered, the Flake-Blumenauer amend-
ment, says that the requirements sim-
ply need to be met. It needs to be eco-
nomically viable and feasible.

Mr. Chairman, we need to protect
taxpayer resources and make sure that
they are spent prudently. That is what
this amendment is all about; and I
would urge my colleagues, when it
comes time, to vote for the Flake-
Blumenauer amendment.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in strong support of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act.

I'd first like to thank Chairmen YOUNG and
DUNCAN, Ranking Members OBERSTAR and
JOHNSON, and the committee staff. They have
worked tirelessly on this bill. |1 appreciate all
they have done to be responsive to member
requests, and to work across the aisle to
reach bipartisan agreement on many conten-
tious issues.

This bill is important for me for both its re-
gional and national significance.

In Louisiana, we will see a very direct im-
pact from this legislation. Louisiana is losing
its coastline from erosion at the staggering
rate of a 15,000 acres per year. USGS esti-
mates that the state has already lost about
1.22 million acres of coastal wetland in the
past 70 years, which is roughly equivalent to
the area of Delaware.

As “America’s Wetlands”, the coast of Lou-
isiana provides much of the seafood and shell-
fish, oil and natural gas, and agricultural com-
modities enjoyed by the rest of the country. In
fact, more than 80 percent of the country’s off-
shore oil and gas is produced off our coast,
and 25 percent of the foreign and domestic oil
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used in this country comes ashore through our
ports. It is estimated that more than 25 per-
cent of the seafood consumed in the country
comes through Louisiana, and that more than
75 percent of the marine species in the north-
ern Gulf of Mexico spend a portion of their
lifecycles in the wetlands of Louisiana. The
land also serves as a buffer against ocean
storms and protects industries and cities lo-
cated further inland. Without the shelter pro-
vided by our wetlands, the damage done by a
major hurricane could be catastrophic in terms
of dollars and life. The loss of our coast is
more than Louisiana’s problem; it's America’s
problem. | appreciate the committee’s recogni-
tion of this problem, and strongly support pro-
visions in this bill that address Coastal Lou-
isiana.

This bill is good for more than just Lou-
isiana, though; it is good for the nation. H.R.
2864 contains important reform provisions that
will improve the way the Corps does business.
It streamlines the approval process for
projects; it encourages the Corps of Engineers
to carry out projects in partnerships with its
local sponsors; and it streamlines the process
for entering into agreements with local spon-
sors. In the end, these reform provisions will
save taxpayers money and speed up the com-
pletion time for projects.

H.R. 2864 also benefits American con-
sumers by improving on the nation’s greatly
outdated water infrastructure. Shipping via wa-
terway is the single most cost-effective way to
get goods to market, and improving our water-
ways will make American exports more com-
petitive and our imports more affordable.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly support this legisla-
tion and urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to
express my support for H.R. 2864, particularly
the provisions authorizing the projects in the
Upper Mississippi River basin.

As many of my colleagues know, the Corps
began studying the locking needs on the Mis-
sissippi River nearly 12 years ago. These
locks were built in the 1930s, and were never
expected to carry the workload that they have
as long as they have. Today, over 100 million
tons of materials are carried along the Mis-
sissippi and lllinois waterways.

Because of their age and their use, the
locks are deteriorating and breaking down.
The Corps has done its best to maintain these
locks, but their efforts are compromised due to
lack of funding. We have locks using tem-
porary gates, crumbling concrete, and a host
of other concerns through out the lock system.
This leads to costly delays and increased
costs to everyone.

Additionally, the process of double locking,
made necessary by the smaller lock cham-
bers, doubles the workload and the chance for
serious accidents at all of these locks. The
added costs and the added risks could easily
be overcome by building 1,200-foot locks.

The locks on the Mississippi and lllinois riv-
ers are vital to the regions economy creating
a cheaper method to ship goods to ports and
then overseas. However, these locks are fac-
ing many potential problems and are getting
older every day. They need to be modernized
and improved sooner rather than later.

While some people have expressed con-
cerns about the need to expand the locks, the
people whose livelihood is dependant on them
know the necessity of this project. Farmers in
Brazil, China, and other competing nations
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have had the advantage of government invest-
ment in the infrastructure used to ship their
goods. We must invest in expanding our locks
so that our farmers can compete in the global
market.

Additionally, this bill also addresses the en-
vironmental needs of the Upper Mississippi
River. Water systems are transportation routes
for ships, homes for wildlife, and recreation
areas for communities. By improving the envi-
ronment of the Mississippi River Basin, we are
investing in all three of these uses.

The Corps projects will help restore the
wildlife along the Mississippi and help with
water management. By restoring wildlife habi-
tat, we will bring back nesting grounds for the
bald eagle. By restoring natural features to the
river, we will help mitigate some of the flood-
ing that can devastate the surrounding area.
By restoring fish passages, we are bringing
opportunities for families to come together to
play and fish along the river. it

The resources put in to improving the eco-
system are a necessary compliment to the
lock improvements. The Corps efforts to im-
prove the ecosystem surrounding the locks
and dams will help mitigate the effects that we
have on the Mississippi and lllinois Rivers. We
have a responsibility to take advantage of the
opportunity to provide the resources for these
projects. | am pleased to see that the Com-
mittee took that opportunity.

There are many other vital programs that
are in this legislation. For example, the aquatic
ecosystem restoration project at Emiquon in
Fulton County, lllinois will provide researchers
and the public an opportunity to learn about
how wetlands work to protect and preserve
the surrounding areas, on land and in the
river. The inclusion of the authorization to
complete the Upper Mississippi River Com-
prehensive Plan will allow the Corps to finish
this vital study that will help communities
along the river to protect themselves from dis-
astrous flooding. There are many other such
projects that will help us examine what we can
do to improve our water resources and imple-
ment what we know.

| urge my colleagues to support the vital
Mississippi River lock improvements and sup-
port the underlying legislation.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
to congratulate Chairman JOHN DUNCAN and
Ranking Member EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON—
and of course Chairman YOUNG and Ranking
Member OBERSTAR—for bringing the Water
Resources Development Act, H.R. 2864, to
the floor.

Congress has not enacted a new WRDA
since 2000—and | applaud the leaders of the
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee
for bringing a bill to the floor of the House be-
fore this year's August recess.

The WRDA Act guides the Army Corps of
Engineers’ management of our Nation’s water-
ways and water resources by authorizing
projects that in many cases have literally re-
shaped the rivers and waterways of our Na-
tion. For example, past WRDA bills have au-
thorized the massive restoration of the Florida
Everglades—and this WRDA bill authorizes
significant changes to the Upper Mississippi-II-
linois Waterway and as well as projects to re-
store coastal wetlands in Louisiana.

When we as a Nation assume this kind of
control over our environment—particularly over
elements as powerful as our rivers and coastal
plains—I believe it is imperative that policies
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and procedures be in place that will ensure
that the projects undertaken by the Corps will
achieve clear objectives. It is also essential
that the potential impact of such projects on
our natural resources be fully studied and un-
derstood.

We are the stewards of our planets
riches—and we must remember that we will
bequeath them to generations yet unborn. |
encourage Congress to continue to move
thoughtfully as this bill is refined and delib-
erated through the conference process, which
I hope will begin sooner rather than later.

In closing, | want to thank the committee for
authorizing a study in the 2005 WRDA that will
enable us to undertake the kind of informed
interventions that are necessary to preserve
the health of the Patapsco River, which is a
critical natural resource in my district in Balti-
more and indeed in the State of Maryland.

WRDA instructs the Corps to assess the im-
pact of debris accumulating in the Patapsco
River basin on wetlands, water quality, and
public health. Using the results of this study,
the Corps can assess the impact of this debris
on wetlands, water quality, and public health,
and can then develop strategies to help clean
up Baltimore’s Inner Harbor.

| am hopeful that this project will be a com-
ponent of a larger initiative planned to restore
the water quality and habitat of the Patapsco
River Basin—and | thank the Committee for
their continued support.

Mr. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
| rise in support of the manager's amendment
to the overall measure as introduced by the
gentleman from Florida because it authorizes
additional projects and calls for a series of ad-
ditional studies. In addition to authorizing $349
million, with an estimated Federal cost of $174
million, for environmental restoration on Pica-
yune Strand, FL; $193 million, with an esti-
mated federal cost of $123 million, for naviga-
tion at Port of Iberia, LA.; $99 million, with an
estimated Federal cost of $64 million, for hurri-
cane and storm-damage reduction in New Jer-
sey; and other allocations for many critical
projects across the country, it seeks to bring
improvement projects to my district of Hous-
ton, Texas.

| applaud the Chairman for the inclusion of
section 4104 that calls for a “study to deter-
mine the feasibility of carrying out a project for
flood damage reduction” in Harris County.
Tropical Storm Allison destroyed expansive
areas of my district in June 2001. More than
1,400 homes in the Bellaire section received
serious flood damage. About 90 percent of
Bellaire is in the Brays Bayou flood plain, ac-
cording to new maps drawn by the Harris
County Flood Control District after that storm,
and | did submit requests in the fiscal year
2006 Energy and Water Development Appro-
priations Act for $12,500,000 to be used to
fund for ongoing contracts and to initiate addi-
tional construction contracts to mitigate some
of this residual damage.

In addition, it is pleasing that this legislation
contains a provision, section 5123, that will ex-
tend funding from the Federal Emergency
Management Agency, FEMA, hazard mitiga-
tion grant program to “the project for flood
control, Upper White Oak Bayou, Texas, au-
thorized by section 401(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986.” Upper
White Oak Bayou, almost in its entirety,
serves the northwest corridor of the 18th Con-
gressional District and communities such as
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the Heights, Lazybrook-Timbergrove, Oak For-
est, Garden Oaks, and many others.

Mr. Chairman, | hope that as negotiations
begin with the other body that these important
projects are retained for their tremendous
value to the communities that have been af-
fected by flood damage.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in support of H.R. 2863, The Water Re-
sources and Development Act of 2005, WRDA
05. | commend the chairman for including in
this bill provisions | requested that are impor-
tant to Port Canaveral and my constituents in
Brevard County, Florida.

This bill includes several provisions that are
important to the residents of Brevard County
as a whole and those living in what has been
referred to as the “Mid-Reach” or “wormrock”
area in particular.

First, the bill makes it clear that the Corps
of Engineers is to accept the ICE report that
was completed by and independent panel as-
sessing the true impact of Canaveral inlet on
the beach south of that inlet. The ICE report
concluded that considerably larger share of
the costs of the Brevard County Storm Dam-
age Protection Project should have been
borne by the federal government. The provi-
sion in WRDA 05 will ensure that Brevard
County, Florida is able to recover, as a part of
future renourishment activities, that portion of
the costs of the original renourishment project
that should have been borne by the Federal
government.

Second, the bill corrects an error that has
been promulgated through several Corps doc-
uments since the mid-1990s and in WRDA
2000 that incorrectly calculated the length of
the “MidReach” section of the Brevard County
Storm Damage Protection Project as 7.1 miles
rather than 7.6 miles. This encompasses the
shoreline from the north end of the “South
Reach” of the Brevard Beach project to the
south end of Patrick Air Force Base. The cor-
rect length of this section of beach is 7.6 miles
and it is important that references to this sec-
tion of beach be corrected in law.

Third, H.R. 2864 directs the Corps to expe-
dite the General Reevaluation Report, GRR,
for the Mid-Reach section of the Brevard
shoreline. This section of beach will be in-
cluded as a part of the original project and
mitigation and storm damage protection efforts
can be undertaken.

Finally, H.R. 2864 includes an important
provision to ensure that a sediment trap can
be constructed as a part of regular operation
and maintenance at Port Canaveral. This sedi-
ment trap south of the approach channel and
east of the south jetty will reduce the prob-
ability of a repeat of severe shoaling in the
event of future hurricanes. It is appropriate to
accomplish this work under the operation and
maintenance since this measure is being
taken to reduce future maintenance dredging
of the Federal navigation channel. There will
be cost savings if this is accomplished to-
gether with regular scheduled maintenance
dredging.

The hurricanes that occurred in September
2004 caused severe shoaling in the approach
channel to Port Canaveral. This led to the
shutting down of the port due to inadequate
channel depth. This caused the loss of busi-
ness and serious problems for cruise ships
that had to be diverted to Miami, for oil tank-
ers that could not deliver fuel to the port, and
for the power station and cargo ships carrying
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lumber and other building materials that were
needed for repairs and reconstruction after the
hurricanes. This also impacted access to the
Navy submarine base and Port Canaveral.

| thank the chairman for including these im-
portant provisions in this legislation and | look
forward to passage of this legislation in the
Senate.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, let me offer
my congratulations to Chairman YOUNG and
Ranking Member OBERSTAR, and Sub-
committee Chairman DUNCAN and Congress-
woman JOHNSON, for shepherding this Water
Resources bill to the House floor.

After 5 long years, we know this bill is well
overdue.

The bipartisan nature of this WRDA bill, and
of the operation of our committee in general,
should be a model for the entire Congress. It
is a credit to this committee that the work of
the Corps translates into a better economy, a
cleaner environment, and improved livability
for the people of this Nation.

The Corps has a record of accomplishment
that has enhanced communities across Amer-
ica.

Every year, billions of tons of commerce
move over the navigable waterways the Corps
maintains. This creates jobs and assures our
leadership in the global economy. We know
that maritime transportation will become even
more critical in the years to come as we grow
and expand our congested intermodal system.

Another key element of the Corps mission is
flood control. Death and displacement due to
severe flooding has reoccurred throughout our
Nation’s history. Today, many of our major cit-
ies in the United States are protected by
Corps of Engineers flood control structures.
Flood protection on average prevents $16 bil-
lion in damages each year, saving us $6 for
every $1 invested.

The Passaic River Flood Basin is located
smack in the middle of my Congressional Dis-
trict. People in my district are up in arms
about what is too often a matter of life and
death. Like along the Acid Brook in Pompton
Lakes, New Jersey, it is important that the
Corps has adequate authority to address and
mitigate flooding issues.

We know that Corps projects are sometimes
described as pork barrel spending. Those who
downplay the Corps’ importance do not see
the tangible benefit neighborhood by neighbor-
hood. Members of Congress know their dis-
tricts, we know what needs to be done, and by
voting for this bill, we will reject the “pork bar-
rel” label.

That we have worked out bipartisan com-
promise on Corps reform, that we have
agreed upon what the Corps needs to focus
on in the years ahead, and that we are on the
floor today is a huge victory for the American
people.

| would like to again thank the Committee
leadership, especially the always fair-minded
Chairman DUNCAN, for their strong and untiring
effort to bring this bill to the floor.

Let us urge the other body to complete its
work as well, so we might finally renew our
water resources program.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, | rise to express
my concerns with the Water Resource Devel-
opment Act of 2005.

| would like to begin by thanking the com-
mittee for authorizing projects that are impor-
tant to my district in their bill. Water and infra-
structure are important issues to the sprawl-
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ing, populated area that | represent. Each of
these projects is important to the residents of
central New Jersey and will enhance the qual-
ity of life in my district.

Although | am pleased that this legislation
includes important civil works projects that will
better our nation, | am disappointed that this
legislation does not include stronger reforms
of the Army Corps of Engineers. The U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers is charged with an
important mission—operating our Nation’s
water resources and civil works projects. The
projects they undertake provide our commu-
nities with clean drinking water, electric power
production, river transportation, ecosystem
restoration, and flood protection. Regrettably,
the Army Corps has been plagued by mis-
management that has resulted in significant
delays and distress to the communities that
are in need of these projects.

Although Congress specifically authorizes
projects, the Army Corps has repeatedly ig-
nored these guidelines and set their own prior-
ities. For years, | have personally been frus-
trated with the Army Corps handling of
projects in the 12th Congressional District.
The most egregious example of the Army
Corps disregard for authorized projects in my
district is the environmental restoration of
Grover's Mill Pond. Located at the site made
famous by Orson Well's “War of the Worlds”
radio broadcast, Grover’s Mill is not only a his-
toric site, but it is a recreation destination and
the pond is a vital link to stream corridors.
Years of sediment build-up and runoff from the
watershed have caused the pond to become
overrun with aquatic weeds and algae.

In fiscal year 2003, Congress specifically
designated $500,000 in funding for this
project, but only a fraction of this amount has
been spent by the Corps on Grovers Mill
pond. This pond in its current condition is not
only an eyesore for the community and the
residents who live near it, but gives off an un-
pleasant smell in the summer. Completion of
this project is long overdue and is just one ex-
ample of how the Army Corps fiscal irrespon-
sibility impacts projects across the Nation.

The Army Corps should be a leading envi-
ronmental organization, but too often environ-
mental protection seems to be a secondary
consideration. One large deficiency is their de-
pendence on a planning policy that was cre-
ated by the Water Resources Council in 1983.
More than 20 years later, these policies have
seen little revision. In addition, | am concerned
with provisions of this bill that would give the
Army Corps new authority to limit dramatically
the alternatives it will consider during project
planning and the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act, NEPA, review process. This will un-
dermine NEPA and allow the Army Corps to
proceed with projects before evaluating a full
range of reasonable alternatives.

The proposed plan for the Upper Mississippi
River-lllinois Waterway is another dis-
concerting provision in the bill. H.R. 2648
would allow the Army Corps to spend $1.8 bil-
lion to improve the water route and ease travel
time. The Army Corps claims that this large
project is necessary due to its projections that
traffic will increase. However, both the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences and the Congres-
sional Research Service dispute this finding.
Investing nearly 10 percent of total Corps
spending into a project based on faulty pre-
dictions is simply unacceptable. | will support
the amendment being offered by Representa-

July 14, 2005

tive BLUMENAUER and Representative FLAKE
that will ensure that this project is economi-
cally justified by authorizing it only if the Army
Corps meets their lowest projected traffic sce-
nario.

Although | have strong concerns that this bill
does not go far enough in reforming the Army
Corps, | believe that the projects and pro-
grams in this bill are important and need to be
reauthorized. Therefore, | will reluctantly vote
in favor of this legislation. | hope in the future
that Congress will be able to enact reformative
measure to address the Army Corps fiscal, en-
vironmental, and logistical oversights.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the Water Resources Development
Act, which authorizes flood protection and en-
vironmental restoration projects to be under-
taken by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in
order to reduce flood damage and improve en-
vironmental restoration. The House would not
be considering this bill were it not for the hard
work and leadership of Transportation and In-
frastructure Committee Chairman DON YOUNG,
and Water Resources and Environment Sub-
committee Chairman JOHN DUNCAN.

In our ongoing efforts to manage our water
supplies, this bill provides the critical partner-
ship of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to
assist local water agencies in drought-proofing
our region and improving our water infrastruc-
ture.

Specifically, the bill authorizes $20 million
for the cities of Arcadia and Sierra Madre, for
their Water Environmental Infrastructure Pro-
gram. This program will improve the water in-
frastructure that both cities rely upon, which is
at risk due to deterioration from age and from
the potential impact from a major seismic
event in the region.

The bill also authorizes $13 million for the
city of Upland’s storm drainage project for the
Upland Basin to provide greater flood control
retention and groundwater aquifer recharge
capacities. This project will provide the oppor-
tunity to recharge 1326 acre-feet per year of
storm flows that would otherwise be conveyed
outside of the Chino Groundwater Basin. Addi-
tionally, the project will provide the opportunity
to recharge approximately 2300 acre-feet per
year of excess imported water supplies or po-
tentially recycled water for future groundwater
extraction and use during dry drought periods.
Completion of the project will increase water
conservation and increase water reliability for
local water producers by utilizing the Chino
Groundwater Basin for water storage, reducing
the dependence on imported water during
peak demands or drought periods.

Additionally, the bill authorizes $5 million for
the Raymond Basin Management Board’s
Southern  California  Foothill Communities
Water Supply Reliability Program. The Ray-
mond Basin Management Board encompasses
the cities of La Canada, Sierra Madre, Pasa-
dena, Arcadia and Alhambra, six water com-
panies, three water districts, and three asso-
ciations, and has brought together the commu-
nities along the San Gabriel mountain range
and four groundwater basins in meeting the
water needs in this region. The authorization
will help in their planning, design and con-
struction of groundwater quality and supply
projects throughout the San Gabriel Mountain
foothill region including the Six Basins, Chino,
San Gabriel and Raymond groundwater ba-
sins.
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With the passage of the Water Resources
Development Act, we can work with the Sen-
ate to send a good bill to the President for his
signature. Again, | thank my colleagues on the
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee
for their dedication to providing this foundation
for sound water management. | also want to
applaud the hard work of the local water agen-
cies and local governments that do such ter-
rific work in our communities.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, the House of
Representatives today passed the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2005, a bill that
will have positive and lasting effects on com-
munities throughout America, including south-
ern West Virginia. | commend T&l Chairman
YOUNG, Ranking Member OBERSTAR, Sub-
committee Chairman DUNCAN and Ranking
Member JOHNSON for moving this important
bill.

WRDA, which traditionally follows a biannual
schedule, was last enacted in 2000. There-
fore, the Corps of Engineers has been forced
to continue its work since then without any
significant guidance from Congress. This is
not how the program is supposed to work and
has created considerable hardship for both
local communities in need of assistance and
the Corps itself. | hope today’s action will be
the first major step in reversing this five year
trend.

Mr. Chairman, southern West Virginia has
been ravaged by significant flooding since
WRDA was last enacted, and the people of
southern West Virginia have suffered. Many
live in homes that were built well before flood
patterns and the risks associated were known.
Absent action from Congress in the form of
WRDA, families have been forced to move
from their homes and businesses have picked
up and moved out of the area. In many cases,
a simple authorization and appropriation would
have mitigated many of these problems.

| have worked tirelessly with the Army
Corps of Engineers and the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission to combat flood damage,
seeking to prevent future flooding. WRDA will
help us in that endeavor.

Mr. Chairman, the House today made a
strong statement by overwhelmingly passing
WRDA. | urge the other body to take up and
pass the Water Resources Development Act
of 2005, as further inaction by Congress will
continue to negatively affect our Nation’s com-
munities.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in support of the underlying bill, the
Water Resources Development Act. In par-
ticular, | support the authorization given to the
Army Corps of Engineers to begin work on
renovating the locks and dams on the Mis-
sissippi River and to restore the diverse eco-
system of the river. | will oppose amendments
meant to stop this construction from moving
forward.

| believe the bill’'s well-balanced approach
will meet the needs of those who depend on
the river for commerce, restore and protect the
diverse natural environment, and enhance rec-
reational opportunities.

Much of the American Midwest’'s economy
is dependent on the Mississippi river. In 1999,
more than 151 million tons of commodities
moved on the river system with a combined
value of nearly $24 billion. The State of Min-
nesota sent about $1.4 billion worth of grain
down the river—most of it traveled to New Or-
leans and Baton Rouge for export to foreign
markets.
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Approximately 70 percent of our nation’s ag-
ricultural exports travel along the Mississippi.
A 2002 study determined that, if congestion in-
creases on the river, $562 million could be lost
in farm income alone. The Upper Mississippi
supports more than 400,000 jobs in manufac-
turing, agriculture, and shipping—all of which
support local businesses.

Unfortunately, the day-to-day wear and tear
on the river has taken its toll. The locks on the
Mississippi river were built in the 1930s with
1930’s technology and standards and for
1930’s needs. They were designed for a 50-
year life-span and are now more than 70
years old. Today’s barge traffic is significantly
different than when the locks were designed.
The barges today average 1,100 feet in length
while the current locks were built for barges
only 600 feet in length. Towboats have to drop
off half their barges in order to pass through
the locks, and then reconnect, and then repeat
the procedure upon arriving at the next lock.
Building 1,200-foot locks will cut dock time
and costs—and those savings are passed on
to farmers, manufacturers, and consumers,
creating jobs for our economy.

Not only will refurbishing and expanding the
locks facilitate commerce, but it will reduce
stress on our roadways. A typical tow of 15
barges down the river can carry as much as
870 semi-trucks with 60 percent fewer emis-
sions. One 15-barge tow can carry the same
amount of grain as a three mile long train or
35 miles of trucks lined end to end. Clearly,
using the River for transportation is much
more efficient and makes our air cleaner.

This project will not just benefit the transpor-
tation sector. | have spent time on the river
and have seen the amazing ecosystem res-
toration projects that are underway and are
sure to be continued under this plan. The
Upper Mississippi valley provides habitat for
305 species of birds, 57 species of mammals,
45 species of amphibians and reptiles, and
134 species of fish. There are even bald ea-
gles in the area, which can be seen year-
round. In fact, the National Eagle Center is lo-
cated along the Mississippi River, in Wabasha,
Minnesota.

The upper Mississippi is a haven for boat-
ing, fishing, hunting and other forms of recre-
ation. Locals and tourists alike enjoy year-
round fishing for walleye, northern pike, bass,
perch, crappies, and catfish up and down the
river. On summer days, thousands of private
boaters enjoy the river, and hunters enjoy har-
vesting ducks in the fall.

The river is a beautiful place. The proper
balance between commerce, recreation, and
the environment must be maintained. | ask for
my colleagues to support the bill and reject
amendments that prevent the modernization of
the locks and dams from moving forward.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chairman, |
want to thank Chairmen YOUNG and DUNCAN,
and Mr. OBERSTAR and Ms. JOHNSON for their
hard work in bringing this bill to the floor. Like
the TEA-LU bill, we have been waiting several
years to pass this important legislation.

These water projects are extremely impor-
tant for my home state of Florida and for my
District. |1 have port dredging project that has
been funded, but can not get started because
the Corps of Engineers doesn’t have author-
ization to do it. We are also still recovering
from the ecological damage created by last
year’s hurricanes, and we can use this funding
to continue to restore our state’s waterways.
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Like all transportation projects, those in-
cluded in this bill will put people back to work,
improve our communities, and creates eco-
nomic activity.

By delaying the passage of this much need-
ed legislation any further, we are doing a dis-
service to the people we represent.

| encourage my colleagues here in the
House and in the Senate to pass this legisla-
tion quickly so we can move forward with the
critical projects this bill contains.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of the Water Resources Development Act,
specifically the Upper Mississippi River-lllinois
Waterway.

This long overdue bill recommits the United
States Government to the enhancement of our
greatest national wonder—the Mississippi
River basin. This national wonder is a kaleido-
scope of beauty: birds, fish, fowl, the land-
scape of plains and valleys rolling into creeks,
small rivers and other tributaries of a river that
facilitates recreation as well as commerce.

Our mightiest river demands our respect—
for its beauty, for its sport, and not incidentally
for its commerce. It is true that man has
intruded with footprints on this river system
with locks and dams. It is also true that these
footprints have been restrained, particularly in
relation to the commercial footprints that other
transportation techniques have wrought in
other environments.

Indeed the introduction of a man-made
channel has caused the river to be more hos-
pitable to fish-life than that which existed when
parts of the upper Mississippi were prone to
persistent rapids and shallows. The mainte-
nance of a constant channel has made pos-
sible more lake-like conditions for recreation
boating and fishing. It has also made the Mis-
sissippi River basin part of world commerce.
Indeed it has not only facilitated the marketing
of grain to paying customers, but it has made
possible the transfer of gifted grain to impover-
ished parts of the world to sustain lives that
otherwise would have starved.

Commerce, it must be understood, is not a
four-letter word. Efficient transportation creates
jobs. Barging grains, for instance, embellishes
the livelihood of farm producers as it enables
citizens of the world to be nourished. This bill
which balances concern for the environment
with realistic upgrading and maintenance of
our lock and dam infrastructure deserves our
support.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to
express my strong support for H.R. 2864, the
Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of
2005. This historic legislation will provide fund-
ing for valuable projects across our Nation and
the 11th Congressional District of lllinois.

| want to thank and commend the Com-
mittee for including three projects specific to
the 11th Congressional District of lllinois within
H.R. 2864. Legislative language was included
in the bill which will ensure the Army Corps
continued commitment to the Village of Utica,
the lllinois and Michigan Canal, and Ballard’s
Island in the lllinois River.

The Village of Utica, IL has experienced
periodic flood damage ranging from annual
nuisance flooding to widespread flooding
causing major damage. A majority of the com-
mercial development in the village and mul-
tiple downtown municipal buildings are located
in the 100-year floodplain. The impacts of re-
curring flood damage, along with the contin-
uous risk of future damage, restrict the eco-
nomic potential of the area. Additionally, since
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much of the downtown was destroyed in a
massive tornado during April of 2004, rebuild-
ing efforts have been hampered by having to
adhere to floodplain guidelines.

Changing the delineation of the 100-year
floodplain is a complex process, and there is
no easy way to immediately remove the down-
town area from the plain as the post-tornado
rebuilding proceeds. However, long-range
flood protection options do exist including the
construction of a flood control basin on Clark
Run Creek upstream from downtown Utica, or
the construction of a high flow bypass that
would channel water typically flowing overland
into downtown Utica into the lllinois and Michi-
gan Canal instead. | am pleased that the Army
Corps will be taking a closer look at these op-
tions.

The City of LaSalle, IL has taken an aggres-
sive approach to promoting itself as a histor-
ical tourism destination as a way to com-
pensate for the loss of manufacturing. The
highpoint of this project is the Port of LaSalle
and the | & M Canal. The | & M Canal was
integral to the success of Chicago as a trans-
portation hub back in the 19th century as it
connected the City to the lllinois River. While
it fell into disuse and disrepair, the Canal Cor-
ridor Association and the City of LaSalle have
remade a stretch at the Lock 14 site in La-
Salle. A replica canal boat is planned to be
constructed and act a tourist attraction and
also a unique venue that can be rented for pri-
vate functions to bring further revenue to the
community.

However, further contaminate testing (in-
cluding cadmium and zinc) needs to be com-
pleted so that dredging may take place in
order to create a long and deep enough chan-
nel for the canal boat to be successfully oper-
ated. | thank the committee for their continued
support of this important project, and in mak-
ing the Port of LaSalle initiative an Army
Corps priority.

Finally, 1 am pleased to thank the Com-
mittee for their support for studying the open-
ing up of the Ballard’s Island Channel in the
lllinois River. The Army Corps completed its
last dredging and stone removal at the
Ballard’'s Island site in October 2003 with the
intent to study the effects and ramifications. A
significant time having passed, it is time for
the Corps to continue with opening up this
channel which the Corps closed almost 60
years ago. Cutting through the very large ri-
parian bar which has built up over 60 years
and which now blocks the original channel
may be a means to this goal and | congratu-
late the Committee for their willingness to look
further at this possibility.

Passage of this all-important bill is not only
important to the 11th Congressional District,
but it is also imperative to the competitiveness
and survival of lllinois and Midwestern agri-
culture within the global market. WRDA 2005
funds the Upper Mississippi and lllinois River
Locks and Dams Restoration Project. This
project will replace seven key 600-foot naviga-
tion locks with seven new 1,200-foot locks. Im-
provements to the inland water transportation
system are long past due. Many structures
were built over 60 years ago, when barge
tows were less than 600 feet long. Today’s
barge tows are nearly 1,200 feet long, creating
vast backlogs at many locks, and slowing the
speed with which lllinois products can be
shipped abroad.

In order for U.S. agriculture to compete
globally, we must have an updated water
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transportation system. Argentina, for example,
has invested over $650 million in agricultural
transportation. Brazil is reconstructing its wa-
terway system in an effort to reduce the ship-
ping costs of agricultural commodities by 75
percent. Due in large part to transportation ad-
vancements, these two countries have cap-
tured 50 percent of the total growth in world
soybean sales during the past 3 years.

The price farmers receive at their local mar-
ket is often largely based on the price of trans-
portation from the Mississippi River to the ex-
port markets. The lower the cost of transpor-
tation, the lower the cost of U.S. products on
the world market; thus, the more demand for
U.S. products in the global marketplace.

Passage of H.R. 2864 with the inclusion of
the Upper Mississippi and lllinois River Locks
and Dams Restoration Project is also a jobs
creation mechanism. According to the Army
Corps of Engineers, construction of the 7
locks will provide at least 3,000-6,000 jobs
per year for the construction period, estimated
12-20 years.

| thank the Committee for their hard work on
this important bill and strongly urge the Con-
gress to join me in voting in support of WRDA
2005’s final passage.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of H.R. 2864, the Water Resources
Development Act of 2005. This legislation ful-
fills the commitment of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure to produce
water resources legislation for the Nation on a
biennial basis. Unfortunately, while the Com-
mittee produced a bill in the last Congress, it
was not enacted into law.

We are now nearly 5 years since the last
water resources bill was enacted. That is too
long.

'Ighe Corps of Engineers has served the Na-
tion well for 230 years. During those years it
has established itself as the Nation’s oldest,
largest, and most experienced government or-
ganization in the area of water and related
land engineering matters. From its early works
during the Revolutionary War, to navigation
improvements, to the unrivaled efforts to re-
duce the devastating floods in the Mississippi
River valley, to the current efforts to save the
Everglades from extinction, the Corps is the
entity that the people call upon to solve the
problems facing the Nation’s vast water re-
sources.

Few people today know that the Corps of
Engineers, among its many responsibilities,
had jurisdiction over Yellowstone National
Park. The Corps managed Yellowstone Park
for 30 years. Lieutenant Dan Kingman of the
Corps, who would later become the chief of
engineers, wrote:

The plan of development which I have sub-
mitted is given upon the supposition and in
the earnest hope that it will be preserved as
nearly as may be as the hand of nature left
it, a source of pleasure to all who visit and
a source of wealth to no one.

A few years later, John Muir, founder of the
Sierra Club, said:

The best service in forest protection, al-
most the only efficient service, is that ren-
dered by the military. For many years, they
have guarded the great Yellowstone Park,
and now they are guarding Yosemite. They
found it a desert as far as underbrush, grass
and flowers are concerned. But, in 2 years,
the skin of the mountains is healthy again,
blessings on Uncle Sam’s soldiers, as they
have done the job well, and every pine tree is
waving its arms for joy.
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Another great American said: “The military
engineers are taking upon their shoulders the
job of making the Mississippi River over again,
a job transcended in size only by the original
job of creating it.” That was Mark Twain.

Those statements together pay tribute to
what the Corps of Engineers has done so ad-
mirably, and the great legacy they have left for
all Americans protected in floods, enhanced
with river navigation programs, and, of im-
mense importance to me, protecting the great
resource of the Great Lakes—one fifth of all
the fresh water on the face of the Earth.

The bill before us today includes as great a
variety of projects as have ever been included
in water resources legislation. The scope of
this bill includes projects and programs for the
Nation’s inland navigation system, flood pro-
tection, shoreline protection, and environ-
mental protection and enhancement.

This bill both builds and rebuilds the Na-
tion’s infrastructure. It will allow us to expand
international trade through projects to improve
our coastal ports and inland navigation sys-
tem. Flood control and hurricane and storm
damage reduction measures will help meet
critical needs to protect lives and property.

This legislation includes 30 projects for
which the Chief of Engineers has submitted a
report to Congress.

In addition, the bill contains over 100 project
modifications of existing or on-going projects,
over 100 requests for Corps of Engineers’
studies for future projects, and an equal num-
ber of requests for the Corps to carry out
projects consistent with the primary missions
of the Corps of navigation, flood control, and
ecosystem restoration.

All told, the bill, including additions adopted
at Subcommittee, contains roughly $10 billion
in new and modified project authorizations.
This number should come as no surprise to
those familiar with the Corps process, be-
cause this bill represents approximately 52
years of requests since the last Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2000.

| am pleased that this legislation includes
the legislative proposal developed in the pre-
vious Congress to address programmatic
issues in the Corps program that have be-
come collectively known as “Corps Reform.”
This bi-partisan agreement calling for inde-
pendent review of larger and more controver-
sial projects will address many of the concerns
raised by stakeholders, and outside aca-
demics, and will improve the process of mov-
ing project proposals from study to completion.

There should be no doubt that | am a strong
supporter of the Corps and the valuable work
that it does for this country. This Nation needs
the Corps of Engineers, but the Corps also
needs to be free from outside criticisms. That
is why | believe Congress must act to imple-
ment a few common sense revisions to the
process by which the Corps develops and im-
plements projects.

Nothing in this bill hampers the ability of the
Corps to study and recommend new projects.
To the contrary, the Corps study process is
improved by ensuring that completed studies
can withstand outside scrutiny or challenge.

This bill represents a fair effort to address
the varied water resources needs of the Na-
tion. It is worthy of bipartisan support, and |
urge all Members to support the bill.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
this bill which, among other things, authorizes
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ sustain-
ability plan for the upper Mississippi River.



July 14, 2005

The navigation and ecosystem sustainability
in title VIl of the bill is the product of the
Upper Mississippi River-lllinois Waterway Sys-
tem Navigation feasibility study, which has
had, unfortunately, a long and controversial
history.

As many will remember, a respected Army
Corps economist filed a whistleblower com-
plaint about the Corps’ use of faulty data to
justify lock and dam expansion. Partly in re-
sponse to that incident, | introduced legislation
to revamp the project review and authorization
procedures at the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers. The goals of my bill were to increase
transparency and accountability; ensure fiscal
responsibility; balance economic and environ-
mental interests; and allow greater stakeholder
involvement in proposed projects.

Many elements of my reform measures are
in this bill, though not to the degree | believe
is still needed. For example, | believe the
Corps’ outdated principles and guidelines
should be updated to reflect current laws and
public values, and much more should be done
to strengthen the peer review provisions—sec-
tion 2030—to create a truly independent and
effective review process. It is my hope the
other body will include the full scope of these
sensible reform measures in their version of
this important bill.

In addition, in the wake of the whistleblower
scandal, my colleagues and | in the Army
Corps reform caucus called for the scientific,
nonpartisan, national research council to re-
view the Corps’ final recommended plan. Re-
grettably the NRC’s report concluded there re-
mained some questions about the Corps’ com-
mercial traffic predictions on the Mississippi—
but expressed support for the Corps’ inclusion
of adaptive management ecosystem restora-
tion components in their plan.

While | remain troubled by the Corps’ inabil-
ity to fully justify the Model they used for their
commercial traffic predictions, America clearly
has an aging lock and dam infrastructure on
the Mississippi. Most of the locks and dams
on the upper Mississippi River system are
over 60 years old and many are in serious
need of repair and rehabilitation. For the past
19 years, the Corps has been undertaking
major rehabilitation of individual facilities
throughout the navigation system in an effort
to extend their useful life. This work is critical
to ensuring navigation reliability and safety.

Furthermore, | represent a rural district
where agriculture plays an important role in
the economy and the life of many of its citi-
zens. Updating this vital water transportation
system by modernizing these aging locks will
mean greater export opportunities for our
farmers, and will create and sustain jobs
throughout rural america which has been hit
hard by the sluggish economy.

Finally, the ecological health of the Mis-
sissippi River and its economic importance to
the many people that make their living or seek
their recreation is based on a healthy river
system. Scientists studying the river agree that
without significant efforts to restore habitat,
this vital national resource will continue to de-
cline. A strong and consistent Federal role for
ecosystem restoration is necessary for the en-
tire basin, both because of the large acreage
of Federal lands, including the upper Mis-
sissippi River National Wildlife and Fish Ref-
uge (the longest river refuge in the continental
U.S.), as well as its major importance as a
continental and international flyway for migra-
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tory birds, and as a habitat for federally listed
threatened and endangered species.

We must ensure Federal resources are bal-
anced between lock construction and eco-
system needs. That is why | offered an
amendment to this bill that seeks to do two
things: First, it adds a new provision requiring
the secretary to make an annual report to con-
gress specifically on whether the lock and
dam construction and ecosystem restoration
projects are being carried out at comparable
rates. In addition, the amendment makes it
clear that congress intends to share the au-
thority with the secretary in determining if the
projects are moving forward at a comparable
rate and adjust the annual funding accord-
ingly. Mississippi lock and dam modernization
and ecosystem restoration are an expensive
provision of this bill and the American tax-
payer deserves to know it is being done right.

Mr. Chairman, the Mississippi River is one
of America’s national treasures. People come
from all over the U.S., and all over the world
come to its banks to see the natural splendor
captured so well by authors like Mark Twain.

As founder and co-chair of the upper Mis-
sissippi River Congressional task force, | have
long sought to preserve the river's health and
historical multiple uses, including as a natural
waterway and a home to wildlife, for the ben-
efit of future generations of Americans. While
this is not a perfect bill, if implemented appro-
priately, | believe it will benefit both rural
economies and the wildlife that depend on a
healthy Mississippi River.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 2864, the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2005. | want to
begin by applauding Chairman DUNCAN for his
continued effort to move this critical legislation
forward. As a Member of the Water Resource
Subcommittee, | have had the opportunity to
see first hand his dedication to improving our
Nation’s infrastructure.

| also want to express my thanks to Ranking
Member EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, as well as
our Leadership on the Committee, Chairman
YOUNG and Ranking Member OBERSTAR. They
have always led our Committee in a bipartisan
manner which places our Nation’s interest
ahead of politics.

Mr. Chairman, wastewater infrastructure is
not the flashiest of issues, but it is absolutely
fundamental to improving quality of life, pro-
tecting the environment and enhancing eco-
nomic development. My staff frequently gives
me a hard time as | like to point out that if you
cannot turn on the spicket and get clean and
flush toilets you do not have basic sewer infra-
structure in place, you simply cannot have
economic development. It may not be the
prettiest of analogies, but | find it is one that
rings very true. And Mr. Chairman, that is why
the bill we have before is so important.

To emphasize this point, | would point to a
project that took place in my home district in
Pennsylvania. When | was first elected to this
body, community officials came to me seeking
funding for a small infrastructure project. A
local creek, which flows into the Juniata River
and eventually into the Susquehanna, was
being filled with sewage from nearby houses
because of lack of proper sewer lines. The
health concerns, as well as the harm to the
environment terribly hampered the quality of
life for the local residents and prevented busi-
ness from settling there.

For the last four years, | have worked with
officials to equip the community with a proper
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sewer system. | am happy to report that now
roughly over 200 homes located in Broadtop
Township are now properly hooked up to
sewer lines. That may not seem like a big deal
to some, but to my rural Pennsylvania district
it means a great deal. And it would not be
possible if it were not for the bill before us
today.

In short Mr. Chairman, the quality of life of
the citizens of Pennsylvania and indeed
throughout this Nation has been improved by
the critical projects that are funded under this
bill. Again, my congratulations to Chairman
DUNCAN and the staff which has worked so
diligently on this bill. | urge my colleagues to
support the measure.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased that today the
House is considering the Water Resources
Development Act of 2005.

In this bill, we have been able to get past
the rhetoric, identify real issues, and come up
with workable, bipartisan, solutions that will
actually help the Corps of Engineers carry out
its missions.

This negotiation involved a lot of give and
take. The result does not represent my initial
positions, or Mr. OBERSTAR’s. That is the na-
ture of a compromise.

The compromise language gives the Corps
of Engineers the tools it needs to improve and
expedite water resources projects.

These provisions earned the support of all
the members of the Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee, received the support of
412 Members of the House last Congress,
and deserve the support of all the Members of
the House this Congress.

Now that the debate over “Corps Reform” is
past us, both the Congress and the Corps of
Engineers can focus on meeting the Nation’s
navigation, flood control, and environmental
restoration needs to provide economic and na-
tional security and to improve our quality of
life.

Some complain about the cost of Corps of
Engineers projects, but these investments are
critically important to our economy.

Over 13 million American jobs are depend-
ent on trade, but our harbors are not ready to
meet the increasing demands of international
trade.

Our farmers and our electric utilities depend
on efficient waterways to move grain and coal,
but over half of our locks are over 50 years
old and two have been operating since the
19th century.

Many communities along rivers and shores
are not protected from hurricanes and flood-
ing, even though the cost of recovering from
a flood is on average six times greater than
the cost of investing in the infrastructure need-
ed to prevent those damages.

Finally, there are worthwhile environmental
restoration projects that provide both environ-
mental and economic benefits.

The Water Resources Development Act of
2005 addresses these needs in communities
all over the country.

| want to thank the ranking member of the
committee, Mr. OBERSTAR, for his help in re-
solving some very contentious issues and |
appreciate his willingness to work together in
a bipartisan fashion.

| want to commend Mr. DUNCAN and Ms.
JOHNSON and the Water Resources and Envi-
ronment Subcommittee for their hard work in
crafting this legislation.
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| urge all Members to support H.R. 2864
and join me in encouraging the other body to
act expeditiously once this bill has passed the
House.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in support of Chairman YOUNG's exem-
plary work on the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act. In addition, | stand here to endorse
The Chairman’s Manager's Amendment—
which contains my bipartisan legislation—H.R.
1983.

H.R. 1983 called for a new flood mitigation
study of the Delaware River covering four
states: Delaware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey
and New York. | would like to thank the effort
and support of my bipartisan coalition of the
Delaware River corridor: Representatives
DENT, HINCHEY, KELLY, MENENDEZ, SMITH and
HoLT.

This is the first piece of legislation | intro-
duced as a member of Congress. | would like
to thank Chairman YOUNG again for including
H.R. 1983 in the Manager's Amendment be-
cause this bill is needed for my constituents
who were devastated by two floods in only six
months.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr.
LATHAM). All time for general debate
has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill shall be con-
sidered as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment under the 5-minute
rule and shall be considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

H.R. 2864

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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fornia.
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Upper Guadalupe River, California.

Walnut Creek Channel, California.

Wildcat/San Pablo Creek Phase 1,
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Wildcat/San Pablo Creek Phase II,
California.
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Intracoastal Waterway, Delaware
River to Chesapeake Bay, Dela-
ware and Maryland.
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Brevard County, Florida.

Broward County and Hillsboro Inlet,
Florida.

Canaveral Harbor, Florida.

Gasparilla and Estero Islands, Flor-
ida.

Jacksonville Harbor, Florida.

Lido Key Beach, Sarasota, Florida.

Miami Harbor, Florida.

Peanut Island, Florida.

Tampa Harbor-Big Bend Channel,
Florida.

Tampa Harbor Cut B, Florida.

Allatoona Lake, Georgia.

Latham River, Glynn County, Geor-
gia.

Dworshak Dam and Reservoir im-
provements, Idaho.

Beardstown Community Boat Harbor,
Beardstown, Illinois.

Cache River Levee, Illinois.

Chicago River, Illinois.

Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal, Il-
linois.

Emiquon, Illinois.

LaSalle, Illinois.

Spunky Bottoms, Illinois.

Fort Wayne and vicinity, Indiana.

Koontz Lake, Indiana.

Little Calumet River, Indiana.

White River, Indiana.

Des Moines River and Greenbelt,
Towa.

Prestonsburg, Kentucky.

Amite River and Tributaries, Lou-
isiana, East Baton Rouge Parish
Watershed.

Atchafalaya Basin, Louisiana.

Bayou Plaquemine, Louisiana.

Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System,
Louisiana.

J. Bennett Johnston Waterway, Mis-
sissippi River to Shreveport, Lou-
isiana.

Mississippi Delta Region, Louisiana.

New Orleans to Venice, Louisiana.

West bank of the Mississippi River
(East of Harvey Canal), Lou-
isiana.

Camp Ellis, Saco, Maine.

Union River, Maine.

Gwynns Falls Watershed, Baltimore,

Maryland.
Boston Harbor, Massachusetts.
Detroit River Shoreline, Detroit,
Michigan.

St. Joseph Harbor, Michigan.

Sault Sainte Marie, Michigan.

Ada, Minnesota.

Duluth  Harbor,
Minnesota.

Grand Portage Harbor, Minnesota.

Granite Falls, Minnesota.

Knife River Harbor, Minnesota.

Red Lake River, Minnesota.

Silver Bay, Minnesota.

Taconite Harbor, Minnesota.

Two Harbors, Minnesota.

Deer Island, Harrison County, Mis-
sissippi.

Pearl River Basin, Mississippi.

Festus and Crystal City, Missouri.

Monarch-Chesterfield, Missouri.

River Des Peres, Missouri.

Antelope Creek, Lincoln, Nebraska.

Sand Creek watershed, Wahoo, Ne-
braska.

Lower Cape May Meadows,
May Point, New Jersey.
Passaic River Basin flood manage-

ment, New Jersey.
Buffalo Harbor, New York.
Orchard Beach, Bronx, New York.
Port of New York and New Jersey,
New York and New Jersey.
New York State Canal System.
Lower Girard Lake Dam, Ohio.
Mahoning River, Ohio.

McQuade Road,

Cape
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Arcadia Lake, Oklahoma.

Waurika Lake, Oklahoma.

Willamette River temperature control,
McKenczie Subbasin, Oregon.

Delaware River, Pennsylvania, New
Jersey, and Delaware.

Raystown Lake, Pennsylvania.

Sheraden Park Stream and Chartiers
Creek, Allegheny County, Penn-
sylvania.

Solomon’s Creek,
Pennsylvania.

South Central Pennsylvania.

Wyoming Valley, Pennsylvania.

Cedar Bayou, Texas.

Freeport Harbor, Texas.

Johnson Creek, Arlington, Texas.

Lake Kemp, Texas.

Lower Rio Grande Basin, Texas.

North Padre Island, Corpus Christi
Bay, Texas.

Pat Mayse Lake, Texas.

Proctor Lake, Texas.

San Antonio Channel, San Antonio,
Tezxas.

James River, Virginia.

Lee, Russell, Scott, Smyth, Tazewell,
and Wise Counties, Virginia.

Tangier Island Seawall, Virginia.

Duwamish/Green, Washington.

Yakima River, Port of Sunnyside,

Wilkes-Barre,

Washington.

Greenbrier River Basin, West Vir-
ginia.

Lesage/Greenbottom  Swamp, West
Virginia.

Northern West Virginia.

Manitowoc Harbor, Wisconsin.

Mississippi  River headwaters
ervoirs.

Continuation of project authoriza-
tions.

Project reauthorizations.

Project deauthorizations.

Land conveyances.

Extinguishment of reversionary inter-
ests and use restrictions.

TITLE IV—STUDIES

John Glenn Great Lakes Basin pro-
gram.

Lake Erie dredged material disposal
sites.

Southwestern United States drought
study.

Upper Mississippi River comprehen-
sive plan.

Knik Arm, Cook Inlet, Alaska.

Kuskokwim River, Alaska.

St. George Harbor, Alaska.

Susitna River, Alaska.

Gila Bend, Maricopa, Arizona.

Searcy County, Arkansas.

Dry Creek Valley, California.

Elkhorn Slough estuary, California.

Fresno, Kings, and Kern Counties,
California.

Los Angeles River, California.

Lytle Creek, Rialto, California.

Mokelumne River, San Joaquin
County, California.

Napa River, St. Helena, California.

Orick, California.

Rialto, Fontana, and Colton, Cali-
fornia.

Sacramento River, California.

San Diego County, California.

San Francisco Bay, Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta, California.

South San Francisco Bay shoreline
study, California.

Twentynine Palms, California.

Yucca Valley, California.

Boulder Creek, Boulder, Colorado.

Roaring Fork River, Basalt, Colo-
rado.

Delaware and Christina Rivers and
Shellpot Creek, Wilmington, Dela-
ware.
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4042.
4043.
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4045.
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4047.
4048.
4049.
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4051.

4052.
4053.

4054.
4055.
4056.
4057.
4058.

4059.
4060.
4061.

4062.
4063.
4064.

4065.
4066.
4067.

4068.
4069.

4070.

4071.
4072.
4073.

4074.
4075.
4076.
4077.
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4084.
4085.
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4088.

4089.
4090.
4091.
4092.
4093.

4094.

Collier County beaches, Florida.

Vanderbilt Beach Lagoon, Florida.

Meriwether County, Georgia.

Tybee Island, Georgia.

Kaukonahua-Helemano
Oahu, Hawaii.

West Maui, Maui, Hawaii.

Boise River, Idaho.

Ballard’s Island Side Channel, Illi-
nois.

Chicago, Illinois.

South Branch, Chicago River, Chi-
cago, Illinois.

Utica, Illinois.

Lake and Porter Counties, Indiana.

Salem, Indiana.

Buckhorn Lake, Kentucky.

Dewey Lake, Kentucky.

Louisville, Kentucky.

Bastrop-Morehouse
isiana.

Offshore o0il and gas fabrication
ports, Louisiana.

Vermilion River, Louisiana.

West Feliciana Parish, Louisiana.

Patapsco River, Maryland.

watershed,

Parish,  Lou-

Fall River Harbor, Massachusetts
and Rhode Island.
Hamburg and Green Oak Townships,

Michigan.

St. Clair River, Michigan.

Duluth-Superior Harbor,
and Wisconsin.

Wild Rice River, Minnesota.

Mississippi coastal area, Mississippi.

Northeast Mississippi.

St. Louis, Missouri.

Dredged material disposal, New Jer-
sey.

Bayonne, New Jersey.

Carteret, New Jersey.

Elizabeth River, Elizabeth, New Jer-
sey.

Gloucester County, New Jersey.

Perth Amboy, New Jersey.

Wreck Pond, Monmouth County,
New Jersey.

Batavia, New York.

Big Sister Creek, Evans, New York.

East Chester Bay, Turtle Cove, New
York.

Finger Lakes, New York.

Hudson-Raritan Estuary, New York
and New Jersey.

Lake Erie Shoreline, Buffalo, New
York.

Newtown Creek, New York.

Niagara River, New York.

Upper Delaware River watershed,
New York.

Lincoln County, North Carolina.

Wilkes County, North Carolina.

Yadkinville, North Carolina.

Cincinnati, Ohio.

Euclid, Ohio.

Lake Erie, Ohio.

Ohio River, Ohio.

Sutherlin, Oregon.

Tillamook Bay and Bar, Oregon.

Ecosystem restoration and fish pas-
sage improvements, Oregon.

Walla Walla River Basin, Oregon.

Chartiers Creek watershed, Pennsyl-
vania.

Kinzua Dam and Allegheny Res-
ervoir, Pennsylvania.

North Central Pennsylvania.

Northampton and Lehigh Counties
streams, Pennsylvania.

Western Pennsylvania flood damage
reduction.

Williamsport, Pennsylvania.

Yardley Borough, Pennsylvania.

Rio Valenciano, Juncos, Puerto Rico.

Crooked Creek, Bennettsville, South
Carolina.

Broad River,
Carolina.

Minnesota

York County, South
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4110.

4111.
4112.

4113.

4114.
4115.
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Georgetown and Williamsburg Coun-
ties, South Carolina.

Chattanooga, Tennessee.

Cleveland, Tennessee.

Cumberland River, Nashville,
nessee.

Lewis, Lawrence, and Wayne Coun-
ties, Tennessee.

Wolf River and Nonconnah Creek,
Memphis Tennessee.

Abilene, Tezxas.

Coastal Texas ecosystem protection
and restoration, Texas.

Fort Bend County, Texas.

Harris County, Texas.

Port of Galveston, Texas.

Roma Creek, Texas.

Walnut Creek, Texas.

Grand County and Moab, Utah.

Southwestern Utah.

Chowan River Basin, Virginia and
North Carolina.

James River, Richmond, Virginia.

Elliott Bay Seawall, Seattle, Wash-
ington.

Monongahela River Basin, Northern
West Virginia.

Kenosha Harbor, Wisconsin.

Wauwatosa, Wisconsin.

Ten-
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Sec.
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5039.
5040.
5041.

Maintenance of navigation channels.

Watershed management.

Dam safety.

Structural integrity evaluations.

Flood mitigation priority areas.

Additional assistance for authorized
projects.

Expedited completion of reports and
construction for certain projects.

Expedited completion of reports for
certain projects.

Southeastern water resources assess-
ment.

Upper Mississippi River environ-
mental management program.

Missouri and Middle Mississippi Riv-
ers enhancement project.

Great Lakes fishery and ecosystem
restoration.

Great Lakes remedial action plans
and sediment remediation.

Great Lakes tributary model.

Susquehanna, Delaware, and Poto-
mac River Basins.

Chesapeake Bay Environmental Res-
toration and Protection Program.

Chesapeake Bay oyster restoration.

Hypoxia assessment.

Potomac River Watershed Assessment
and Tributary Strategy Evalua-
tion and Monitoring Program.

Lock and dam security.

Pinhook Creek, Huntsville, Alabama.

Tallapoosa, Alabama.

Alaska.

Barrow, Alaska.

Coffman Cove, Alaska.

Fort Yukon, Alaska.

Kotzebue Harbor, Alaska.

Lowell Creek Tunnel, Seward, Alas-
ka.

St. Herman and St. Paul Harbors,
Kodiak, Alaska.

Tanana River, Alaska.

Valdez, Alaska.

Whittier, Alaska.

Wrangell Harbor, Alaska.

Augusta and Clarendon, Arkansas.

Des Arc levee protection, Arkansas.

Helena and vicinity, Arkansas.

Loomis Landing, Arkansas.

St. Francis River Basin, Arkansas
and Missouri.

White River basin, Arkansas.

Cambria, California.

Contra Costa Canal, Oakley and
Knightsen, California; Mallard
Slough, Pittsburg, California.
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5057.
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5059.
5060.

5061.
5062.
5063.

5064.
5065.

5066.
5067.
5068.

5069.
5070.
5071.
5072.

5073.

5074.
5075.
5076.
5077.
5078.
5079.
5080.
5061.
5082.

5083.

5084.
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5086.
5087.
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Dana Point Harbor, California.

East San Joaquin County, California.

Eastern Santa Clara Basin, Cali-
fornia.

Pine Flat Dam and Reservoir, Cali-
fornia.

Sacramento deep water ship channel,
California.

San Francisco, California.

San Francisco, California, waterfront
area.

Santa Venetia, California.

Stockton, California.

Victor V. Veysey Dam, California.

Whittier, California.

Charles Hervey Townshend Break-
water, New Haven Harbor, Con-
necticut.

Christina River shipwreck, Delaware.

Anacostia River, District of Colum-
bia, Maryland, and Virginia.

Florida Keys water quality improve-
ments.

Lake Worth, Florida.

Lake Lanier, Georgia.

Riley Creek Recreation Area, Idaho.

Reconstruction of Illinois flood pro-
tection projects.

Kaskaskia River Basin, Illinois, res-
toration.

Floodplain mapping, Little Calumet
River, Chicago, Illinois.

Natalie Creek, Midlothian and Oak
Forest, Illinois.

Illinois River basin restoration.

Promontory Point, Lake Michigan,
Illinois.

Burns Waterway Harbor, Indiana.

Calumet region, Indiana.

Floodplain mapping, Missouri River,
Towa.

Rathbun Lake, Iowa.

Cumberland River basin, Kentucky.

Louisville, Kentucky.

Mayfield Creek and tributaries, Ken-
tucky.

North Fork, Kentucky River,
Breathitt County, Kentucky.

Paducah, Kentucky.

Southern and eastern Kentucky.

Winchester, Kentucky.

Baton Rouge, Louisiana.

Calcasieu Ship Channel, Louisiana.

Cross Lake, Shreveport, Louisiana.

West Baton Rouge Parish, Louisiana.

Charlestown, Maryland.

Delmarva  Conservation
Maryland and Delaware.

Massachusetts dredged material dis-
posal sites.

Ontonagon Harbor, Michigan.

St. Clair River and Lake St. Clair,
Michigan.

Crookston, Minnesota.

Garrison and Kathio Township, Min-
nesota.

Minneapolis, Minnesota.

Northeastern Minnesota.

Corridor,

Harrison, Hancock, and Jackson
Counties, Mississippi.
Mississippi River, Missouri, and Illi-

nois.
St. Louis, Missouri.

Acid Brook, Pompton Lakes, New
Jersey.

Hackensack Meadowlands area, New
Jersey.

Central New Mexico, New Mexico.

Atlantic Coast of New York.

College Point, New York City, New
York.

Flushing Bay and Creek, New York
City, New York.

Hudson River, New York.

Mount Morris Dam, New York.

Onondaga Lake, New York.

John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir,
North Carolina.
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Ohio.
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John Day Lock and Dam, Lake
Umatilla, Oregon and Wash-
ington.

Lowell, Oregon.

Allegheny County, Pennsylvania.

Lehigh River, Lehigh County, Penn-
sylvania.
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Upper Susquehanna River Basin,
Pennsylvania and New York.

Cano Martin Pena, San Juan, Puerto
Rico.

Beaufort and Jasper Counties, South
Carolina.

Fritz Landing, Tennessee.

J. Percy Priest Dam and Reservoir,
Tennessee.

Town Creek, Lenoir City, Tennessee.

Tennessee River partnership.

Upper Mississippi Embayment, Ten-
nessee, Arkansas, and Mississippi.

Bosque River watershed, Texas.

Dallas Floodway, Dallas, Texas.

Harris County, Texas.

Onion Creek, Texas.

Dyke Marsh, Fairfar County,
ginia.

Eastern Shore and southwest Vir-
ginia.

James River, Virginia.

Baker Bay and Iwaco
Washington.

Hamilton Island campground, Wash-
ington.

Puget Island, Washington.

Willapa Bay, Washington.

Bluestone, West Virginia.

West Virginia and Pennsylvania
flood control.

Lower Kanawha River Basin, West
Virginia.

Central West Virginia.

Southern West Virginia.

Johnsonville Dam, Johnsonville, Wis-
consin.
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TITLE I—WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS
SEC. 1001. PROJECT AUTHORIZATIONS.

Except as otherwise provided in this section,
the following projects for water resources devel-
opment and conservation and other purposes
are authorized to be carried out by the Secretary
substantially in accordance with the plans, and
subject to the conditions, described in the re-
spective reports designated in this section:

(1) AKUTAN, ALASKA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Akutan, Alaska: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers dated December 20, 2004, at a total cost of
319,700,000.

(B) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN DREDGING.—The
headlands dredging for the mooring basin shall
be considered a general navigation feature for
purposes of estimating the non-Federal share of
the cost of the project.

(2) HAINES SMALL BOAT HARBOR, HAINES, ALAS-
KA.—The project for mavigation, Haines Small
Boat Harbor, Haines, Alaska: Report of the
Chief of Engineers dated December 20, 2004, at a
total of $12,200,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $9,700,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $2,500,000.

(3) TANQUE VERDE CREEK, ARIZONA.—The
project for environmental restoration, Tanque
Verde Creek, Arizona: Report of the Chief of
Engineers, dated July 22, 2003, at a total cost of
$4,978,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$3,236,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
31,742,000.

(4) VA SHILY’ AY AKIMEL, SALT RIVER RESTORA-
TION, ARIZONA.—The project for ecosystem res-
toration, Va Shily’ Ay Akimel, Salt River, Ari-
zona: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
January 3, 2005, at a total cost of $138,968,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $90,129,000
and an estimated mnon-Federal cost of
348,839,000.

(5) HAMILTON CITY, CALIFORNIA.—The project
for flood damage reduction and ecosystem res-
toration, Hamilton City, California: Report of
the Chief of Engineers dated December 22, 2004,
at a total cost of $50,600,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $33,000,000 and estimated non-
Federal cost of $17,600,000.

(6) IMPERIAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA.—The project
for storm damage reduction, Imperial Beach,
California: Report of the Chief of Engineers,
dated December 30, 2003, at a total cost of
$11,862,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$7,592,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$4,270,000, and at an estimated total cost of
$38,004,000 for periodic beach nourishment over
the 50-year life of the project, with an estimated
Federal cost of $19,002,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $19,002,000.

(7) MATILIJA DAM, VENTURA COUNTY, CALI-
FORNIA.—The project for ecosystem restoration,
Matilija Dam and Ventura River Watershed,
Ventura County, California: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated December 20, 2004, at a total
cost of $130,335,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $78,973,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $51,362,000.

(8) MIDDLE CREEK, LAKE COUNTY, CALI-
FORNIA.—The project for ecosystem restoration
and flood damage reduction, Middle Creek,
Lake County, California: Report of the Chief of
Engineers dated November 29, 2004, at a total
cost of $41,793,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $27,256,000 and an estimated non-Federal
cost of $14,537,000.

(9) NAPA RIVER SALT MARSH, CALIFORNIA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for ecosystem
restoration, Napa River Salt Marsh, Nap River,
California: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated December 22, 2004, at a total cost of
$100,500,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$64,000,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
336,500,000

(B) PROJECT FEATURES.—In carrying out the
project, the Secretary shall include construction
of a recycled water pipeline extending from the
Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District
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Waste Water Treatment Plant and the Napa
Sanitation District Waste Water Treatment
Plant as part of the project and restoration and
enhancement of Salt Ponds 1, 14, 2, and 3.

(10) SOUTH PLATTE RIVER, DENVER, COLO-
RADO.—The project for environmental restora-
tion Denver County Reach, South Platte River,
Denver, Colorado: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers, dated May 16, 2003, at a total cost of
$18,824,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$12,236,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
36,588,000.

(11) MIAMI HARBOR, MIAMI-DADE COUNTY,
FLORIDA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Miami Harbor, Miami-Dade County, Florida:
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated April 25,
2005, at a total cost of $121,127,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $64,843,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $56,284,000.

(B) GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT.—The
non-Federal share of the cost of the general re-
evaluation report that resulted in the report of
the Chief of Engineers referred to in subpara-
graph (A) shall be the same percentage as the
non-Federal share of cost of construction of the
project.

(C) AGREEMENT.—The Secretary shall enter
into a new partnership with the non-Federal in-
terest to reflect the cost sharing required by sub-
paragraph (B).

(12) EAST ST. LOUIS AND VICINITY, ILLINOIS.—
The project for ecosystem restoration, East St.
Louis and vicinity, Illinois: Report of the Chief
of Engineers dated December 22, 2004, at a total
cost of $191,158,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $123,807,000 and an estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $67,351,000.

(13) PEORIA RIVERFRONT, ILLINOIS.—The
project for environmental restoration, Peoria
Riverfront, Illinois: Report of the Chief of Engi-
neers, dated July 28, 2003, at a total cost of
$16,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$10,400,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
35,600,000.

(14) BAYOU SORREL LOCK, LOUISIANA.—The
project for navigation, Bayou Sorrel Lock, Lou-
isiana: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
January 3, 2005, at a total cost of $9,000,000. The
costs of construction of the project shall be paid
> from amounts appropriated from the general
fund of the Treasury and 72 from amounts ap-
propriated from the Inland Waterways Trust
Fund.

(15) MORGANZA TO THE GULF OF MEXICO, LOU-
ISIANA.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for hurricane
and storm damage reduction, Morganza to the
Gulf of Mexico, Louisiana: Reports of the Chief
of Engineers, dated August 23, 2002, and July
22, 2003, at a total cost of $788,000,000 with an
estimated Federal cost of $512,200,000 and an es-
timated non-Federal cost of $275,800,000.

(B) CREDIT.—The Secretary shall credit to-
ward the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project the cost of design and construction work
carried out by the non-Federal interest before
the date of the partnership agreement for the
project if the Secretary determines that the work
is integral to the project.

(16) SWOPE PARK INDUSTRIAL AREA, MIS-
SOURI.—The project for flood damage reduction,
Swope Park Industrial Area, Missouri: Report of
the Chief of Engineers, dated December 30, 2003,
at a total cost of $15,683,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $10,194,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $5,489,000.

(17) MANASQUAN TO BARNEGAT INLET, NEW JER-
SEY.—The project for hurricane and storm dam-
age reduction, Manasquan to Barnegat Inlet,
New Jersey: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated December 30, 2003, at a total cost of
$65,800,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
$42,800,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$23,000,000, and at an estimated total cost of
$108,000,000 for periodic beach nourishment over
the 50-year life of the project, with an estimated
Federal cost of $54,000,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $54,000,000.
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(18) SOUTH RIVER, NEW JERSEY.—The project
for hurricane and storm damage reduction and
environmental restoration, South River, New
Jersey: Report of the Chief of Engineers, dated
July 22, 2003, at a total cost of $112,623,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $73,205,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $39,418,000.

(19) SOUTHWEST VALLEY, ALBUQUERQUE, NEW
MEXICO.—The project for flood damage reduc-
tion, Southwest Valley, Albuquerque, New Mex-
ico: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated No-
vember 29, 2004, at a total cost of $19,494,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $12,671,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of $6,823,000.

(20) CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL, CORPUS
CHRISTI, TEXAS.—The project for navigation and
environmental restoration, Corpus Christi Ship
Channel, Texas, Channel Improvement Project:
Report of the Chief of Engineers dated June 2,
2003, at a total cost of $172,940,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $80,086,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $92,823,000.

(21) GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, HIGH IS-
LAND TO BRAZOS RIVER, TEXAS.—The project for
navigation, Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Sabine
River to Corpus Christi, Texas: Report of the
Chief of Engineers, dated April 16, 2004, at a
total cost of $13,104,000. The costs of construc-
tion of the project are to be paid Y2 from
amounts appropriated from the general fund of
the Treasury and 2 from amounts appropriated
from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund.

(22) MATAGORDA BAY, TEXAS.—The project for
navigation, Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Brazos
River to Port O’Connor, Matagorda Bay Re-
Route, Texas: Report of the Chief of Engineers,
dated December 24, 2002, at a total cost of
$15,960,000. The costs of construction of the
project are to be paid 2 from amounts appro-
priated from the general fund of the Treasury
and Y2 from amounts appropriated from the In-
land Waterways Trust Fund.

(23) RIVERSIDE OXBOW, FORT WORTH, TEXAS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for environ-
mental restoration, Riverside Oxbow, Fort
Worth, Texas: Report of the Chief of Engineers
dated May 29, 2003, at a total cost of $25,200,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $10,400,000
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$14,800,000.

(B) CREDIT.—The Secretary shall credit to-
ward the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project the cost of design and construction work
carried out on the Beach Street Dam and associ-
ated features by the mon-Federal interest before
the date of the partnership agreement for the
project if the Secretary determines that the work
is integral to the project.

(24) DEEP CREEK, CHESAPEAKE, VIRGINIA.—The
project for the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway
Bridge Replacement, Deep Creek, Chesapeake,
Virginia: Report of the Chief of Engineers,
dated March 3, 2003, at a Federal cost of
$35,573,000.

(25) CHEHALIS RIVER,
INGTON.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood dam-
age reduction, Chehalis River, Centralia, Wash-
ington: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated
September 27, 2004, at a total cost of
3109,850,000, with an estimated Federal cost of
366,425,000 and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$43,425,000.

(B) CREDIT.—The Secretary shall—

(i) credit up to $6,500,000 toward the non-Fed-
eral share of the cost of the project for the cost
of planning and design work carried out by the
non-Federal interest in accordance with the
project study plan dated November 28, 1999; and

(ii) credit toward the non-Federal share of the
cost of the project the cost of design and con-
struction work carried out by the mon-Federal
interest before the date of the partnership agree-
ment for the project if the Secretary determines
that the work is integral to the project.

(C)  ADDITIONAL  FLOOD  STORAGE AT
SKOOKUMCHUCK DAM.—The Secretary shall inte-
grate into the project the locally preferred plan
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to provide an additional 9,000 acre-feet of stor-

age capacity at Skookumchuck Dam, Wash-

ington, upon a determination by the Secretary

that providing such additional storage capacity

is feasible.

SEC. 1002. SMALL PROJECTS FOR FLOOD DAMAGE
REDUCTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct
a study for each of the following projects and,
if the Secretary determines that a project is fea-
sible, may carry out the project under section
205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C.
701s):

(1) HALEYVILLE, ALABAMA.—Project for flood
damage reduction, Haleyville, Alabama.

(2) WEISS LAKE, ALABAMA.—Project for flood
damage reduction, Weiss Lake, Alabama.

(3) CHINO VALLEY WASH, ARIZONA.—Project for
flood damage reduction, Chino Valley Wash,
Aricona.

(4) LITTLE COLORADO RIVER LEVEE, ARIZONA.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Little Colo-
rado River Levee, Arizona.

(5) CACHE RIVER BASIN, GRUBBS, ARKANSAS.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Cache River
Basin, Grubbs, Arkansas.

(6) BARREL SPRINGS WASH, PALMDALE, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Barrel Springs Wash, Palmdale, California.

(7) BORREGO SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA.—Project
for flood damage reduction, Borrego Springs,
California.

(8) COLTON, CALIFORNIA.—Project for flood
damage reduction, Colton, California.

(9) DUNLAP STREAM, SAN BERNARDINO, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Dunlap Stream, San Bernardino, California.

(10) HUNTS CANYON WASH, PALMDALE, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Hunts Canyon Wash, Palmdale, California.

(11) WILDWOOD CREEK, YUCAIPA, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Wildwood Creek, Yucaipa, California.

(12) UTICA AND VICINITY, ILLINOIS.—Project
for flood damage reduction, Utica and vicinity,
Illinois.

(13) DES MOINES AND RACCOON RIVERS, IOWA.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Des Moines
and Raccoon Rivers, Iowa.

(14) PEABODY, MASSACHUSETTS.—Project for
flood damage reduction, Peabody, Massachu-
setts.

(15) SALEM, MASSACHUSETTS.—Project for
flood damage reduction, Salem, Massachusetts.

(16) CASS RIVER, MICHIGAN.—Project for flood
damage reduction, Cass River, Vassar and vicin-
ity, Michigan.

(17) CROW RIVER, ROCKFORD, MINNESOTA.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Crow River,
Rockford, Minnesota.

(18) ITASCA COUNTY, MINNESOTA.—Project for
flood damage reduction, Trout Lake and
Canisteo Pit, Itasca County, Minnesota.

(19) MARSH CREEK, MINNESOTA.—Project for
flood damage reduction, Marsh Creek, Min-
nesota.

(20) ROSEAU RIVER, ROSEAU, MINNESOTA.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Roseau
River, Roseau, Minnesota.

(21) SOUTH BRANCH OF THE WILD RICE RIVER,
BORUP, MINNESOTA.—Project for flood damage
reduction, South Branch of the Wild Rice River,
Borup, Minnesota.

(22) BLACKSNAKE CREEK, ST. JOSEPH, MIS-
SOURI.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Blacksnake Creek, St. Joseph, Missouri.

(23) CANNISTEO RIVER, ADDISON, NEW YORK.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Cannisteo
River, Addison, New York.

(24) COHOCTON RIVER, CAMPBELL, NEW YORK.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Cohocton
River, Campbell, New York.

(25) EAST RIVER, SILVER BEACH, NEW YORK
CITY, NEW YORK.—Project for flood damage re-
duction, East River, Silver Beach, New York
City, New York.

(26) EAST VALLEY CREEK, ANDOVER, NEW
YORK.—Project for flood damage reduction, East
Valley Creek, Andover, New York.
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(27) SUNNYSIDE BROOK, WESTCHESTER COUNTY,
NEW YORK.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Sunnyside Brook, Westchester County, New
York.

(28) LITTLE YANKEE RUN, OHIO.—Project for
flood damage reduction, Little Yankee Run,
Ohio.

(29) LITTLE NESHAMINY CREEK, WARRENTON,
PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for flood damage reduc-
tion, Little Neshaminy Creek, Warrenton, Penn-
sylvania.

(30) SOUTHAMPTON CREEK WATERSHED, SOUTH-
AMPTON, PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for flood dam-
age reduction, Southampton Creek watershed,
Southampton, Pennsylvania.

(31) SPRING CREEK, LOWER MACUNGIE TOWN-
SHIP, PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for flood damage
reduction, Spring Creek, Lower Macungie
Township, Pennsylvania.

(32) YARDLEY AQUEDUCT, SILVER AND BROCK
CREEKS, YARDLEY, PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for
flood damage reduction, Yardley Aqueduct, Sil-
ver and Brock Creeks, Yardley, Pennsylvania.

(33) SURFSIDE BEACH, SOUTH CAROLINA.—
Project for flood damage reduction, Surfside
Beach and vicinity, South Carolina.

(34) CONGELOSI DITCH, MISSOURI CITY,
TEXAS.—Project for flood damage reduction,
Congelosi Ditch, Missouri City, Texas.

(35) DILLEY, TEXAS.—Project for flood damage
reduction, Dilley, Texas.

(b) SPECIAL RULES.—

(1) CACHE RIVER BASIN, GRUBBS, ARKANSAS.—
The Secretary may proceed with the project for
the Cache River Basin, Grubbs, Arkansas, re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(5), notwithstanding
that the project is located within the boundaries
of the flood control project, Cache River Basin,
Arkansas and Missouri, authoriced by section
204 of the Flood Control Act of 1950, (64 Stat.
172) and modified by section 99 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 41).

(2) WILDWOOD CREEK, YUCAIPA, CALIFORNIA.—
The Secretary shall review the locally prepared
plan for the project for flood damage, Wildwood
Creek, California, referred to in subsection
(a)(11) and, if the Secretary determines that the
plan meets the evaluation and design standards
of the Corps of Engineers and that the plan is
feasible, the Secretary may use the plan to carry
out the project and shall provide credit toward
the non-Federal share of the cost of the project
for the cost of work carried out by the non-Fed-
eral interest before the date of the partnership
agreement for the project if the Secretary deter-
mines that the work is integral to the project.

(3) BORUP, MINNESOTA.—In carrying out the
project for flood damage reduction, South
Branch of the Wild Rice River, Borup, Min-
nesota, referred to in subsection (a)(21) the Sec-
retary may consider national ecosystem restora-
tion benefits in determining the Federal interest
in the project and shall allow the non-Federal
interest to participate in the financing of the
project in accordance with section 903(c) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (100
Stat. 4184) to the extent that the Secretary’s
evaluation indicates that applying such section
is necessary to implement the project.

(4) ITASCA COUNTY, MINNESOTA.—In carrying
out the project for flood damage reduction,
Itasca County, Minnesota, referred to in sub-
section (a)(18) the Secretary may consider na-
tional ecosystem restoration benefits in deter-
mining the Federal interest in the project.

(5) DILLEY, TEXAS.—The Secretary shall carry
out the project for flood damage reduction,
Dilley, Texas, referred to in subsection (a)(35) if
the Secretary determines that the project is fea-
sible.

SEC. 1003. SMALL PROJECTS FOR EMERGENCY
STREAMBANK PROTECTION.

The Secretary shall conduct a study for each
of the following projects and, if the Secretary
determines that a project is feasible, may carry
out the project under section 14 of the Flood
Control Act of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 701r):

(1) OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS, ARKANSAS
AND LOUISIANA.—Projects  for emergency
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streambank protection, Ouachita and Black
Rivers, Arkansas and Louisiana.

(2) FRANKLIN POINT PARK, ANNE ARUNDEL
COUNTY, MARYLAND.—Project for emergency
streambank protection, Franklin Point Park,
Anne Arundel County, Maryland.

(3) MAYO BEACH PARK, ANNE ARUNDEL COUN-
TY, MARYLAND.—Project for emergency
streambank protection, Mayo Beach Park, Anne
Arundel County, Maryland.

(4) PINEY POINT LIGHTHOUSE, ST. MARY’S
COUNTY, MARYLAND.—Project for emergency
streambank protection, Piney Point Lighthouse,
St. Mary’s County, Maryland.

(5) ST. JOSEPH HARBOR, MICHIGAN.—Project for
emergency Streambank protection, St. Joseph
Harbor, Michigan.

(6) PUG HOLE LAKE, MINNESOTA.—Project for
emergency Sstreambank protection, Pug Hole
Lake, Minnesota.

(7) MIDDLE FORK GRAND RIVER, GENTRY COUN-
TY, MISSOURI.—Project for emergency
streambank protection, Middle Fork Grand
River, Gentry County, Missouri.

(8) PLATTE RIVER, PLATTE CITY, MISSOURI.—
Project for emergency streambank protection,
Platte River, Platte City, Missouri.

(9) RUSH CREEK, PARKVILLE, MISSOURI.—
Project for emergency streambank protection,
Rush Creek, Parkville, Missouri, including
measures to address degradation of the creek
bed.

(10) KEUKA LAKE, HAMMONDSPORT, NEW
YORK.—Project for emergency streambank pro-
tection, Keuka Lake, Hammondsport, New York.

(11) KOWAWESE UNIQUE AREA AND HUDSON
RIVER, NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK.—Project for
emergency streambank protection, Kowawese
Unique Area and Hudson River, New Windsor,
New York.

(12) HOWARD ROAD OUTFALL, SHELBY COUNTY,
TENNESSEE.—Project for emergency streambank
protection, Howard Road outfall, Shelby Coun-
ty, Tennessee.

(13) MITCH FARM DITCH AND LATERAL D, SHEL-
BY COUNTY, TENNESSEE.—Project for emergency
streambank protection, Mitch Farm Ditch and
Lateral D, Shelby County, Tennessee.

(14) WOLF RIVER TRIBUTARIES, SHELBY COUN-
TY, TENNESSEE.—Project for emergency
streambank protection, Wolf River tributaries,
Shelby County, Tennessee.

(15) JOHNSON CREEK, ARLINGTON, TEXAS.—
Project for emergency streambank protection,
Johnson Creek, Arlington, Texas.

(16) WELLS RIVER, NEWBURY, VERMONT.—
Project for emergency streambank protection,
Wells River, Newbury, Vermont.

SEC. 1004. SMALL PROJECTS FOR NAVIGATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct
a study for each of the following projects and,
if the Secretary determines that a project is fea-
sible, may carry out the project under section
107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33
U.S.C. 577):

(1) BLYTHEVILLE COUNTY HARBOR, ARKAN-
SAS.—Project for navigation, Blytheville County
Harbor, Arkansas.

(2) MAHUKONA BEACH PARK, HAWAIl.—Project
for navigation, Mahukona Beach Park, Hawaii.

(3) NORTH KOHALA HARBOR, HAWAII.—Project
for navigation, North Kohala Harbor in the vi-
cinity of Kailua Kona, Hawaii.

(4) WAILOA SMALL BOAT HARBOR, HAWAII.—
Project for navigation, Wailoa Small Boat Har-
bor, Hawaii.

(5) MISSISSIPPI RIVER SHIP CHANNEL, LOU-
ISIANA.—Project for navigation, MississSippi
River Ship Channel, Louisiana.

(6) PORT TOBACCO RIVER AND GOOSE CREEK,
MARYLAND.—Project for navigation, Port To-
bacco River and Goose Creek, Maryland.

(7) ST. JEROME CREEK, ST. MARY’S COUNTY,
MARYLAND.—Project for mavigation, St. Jerome
Creek, St. Mary’s County, Maryland.

(8) EAST BASIN, CAPE COD CANAL, SANDWICH,
MASSACHUSETTS.—Project for navigation, East
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Basin, Cape Cod Canal, Sandwich, Massachu-
setts.

(9) LYNN HARBOR, LYNN, MASSACHUSETTS.—
Project for mnavigation, Lynn Harbor, Lynn,
Massachusetts.

(10) MERRIMACK RIVER, HAVERHILL, MASSA-
CHUSETTS.—Project for mnavigation, Merrimack
River, Haverhill, Massachusetts.

(11) OAK BLUFFS HARBOR, OAK BLUFFS, MASSA-
CHUSETTS.—Project for navigation, Oak Bluffs
Harbor, Oak Bluffs, Massachusetts.

(12) WOODS HOLE GREAT HARBOR, FALMOUTH,
MASSACHUSETTS.—Project for navigation, Woods
Hole Great Harbor, Falmouth, Massachusetts.

(13) AU SABLE RIVER, MICHIGAN.—Project for
navigation, Au Sable River in the vicinity of
Oscoda, Michigan.

(14) TRAVERSE CITY HARBOR, TRAVERSE CITY,
MICHIGAN.—Project for mnavigation, Traverse
City Harbor, Traverse City, Michigan.

(b) SPECIAL RULES.—

(1) BLYTHEVILLE COUNTY HARBOR, ARKAN-
SAS.—The Secretary shall carry out the project
for navigation, Blytheville County Harbor, Ar-
kansas, referred to in subsection (a)(1) if the
Secretary determines that the project is feasible.

(2) TRAVERSE CITY HARBOR, TRAVERSE CITY,
MICHIGAN.—The Secretary shall review the lo-
cally prepared plan for the project for naviga-
tion, Traverse City Harbor, Michigan, referred
to in subsection (a)(14), and, if the Secretary de-
termines that the plan meets the evaluation and
design standards of the Corps of Engineers and
that the plan is feasible, the Secretary may use
the plan to carry out the project and shall pro-
vide credit toward the non-Federal share of the
cost of the project for the cost of work carried
out by the non-Federal interest before the date
of the partnership agreement for the project if
the Secretary determines that the work is inte-
gral to the project.

SEC. 1005. SMALL PROJECTS FOR IMPROVEMENT
OF THE QUALITY OF THE ENVIRON-
MENT.

The Secretary shall conduct a study for each
of the following projects and, if the Secretary
determines that a project is appropriate, may
carry out the project under section 1135 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2309a):

(1) BALLONA CREEK, LOS ANGELES COUNTY,
CALIFORNIA.—Project for improvement of the
quality of the environment, Ballona Creek, Los
Angeles County, California.

(2) BALLONA LAGOON TIDE GATES, MARINA DEL
REY, CALIFORNIA.—Project for improvement of
the quality of the environment, Ballona Lagoon
Tide Gates, Marina Del Rey, California.

(3) RATHBUN LAKE, IOWA.—Project for im-
provement of the quality of the environment,
Rathbun Lake, Iowa.

(4) SMITHVILLE LAKE, MISSOURI.—Project for
improvement of the quality of the environment,
Smithville Lake, Missouri.

(5) DELAWARE BAY, NEW JERSEY AND DELA-
WARE.—Project for improvement of the quality
of the environment, Delaware Bay, New Jersey
and Delaware, for the purpose of oyster restora-
tion.

(6) TIOGA-HAMMOND LAKES, PENNSYLVANIA.—
Project for improvement of the quality of the en-

vironment, Tioga-Hammond Lakes, Pennsyl-
vania.
SEC. 1006. SMALL PROJECTS FOR AQUATIC ECO-

SYSTEM RESTORATION.

The Secretary shall conduct a study for each
of the following projects and, if the Secretary
determines that a project is appropriate, may
carry out the project under section 206 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996 (33
U.S.C. 2330):

(1) CYPRESS CREEK, MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration, Cy-
press Creek, Montgomery, Alabama.

(2) BEN LOMOND DAM, SANTA CRUZ, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, Ben Lomond Dam, Santa Cruz, California.

(3) DOCKWEILER BLUFFS, LOS ANGELES COUN-
TY, CALIFORNIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem
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restoration, Dockweiler Bluffs,
County, California.

(4) SALT RIVER, CALIFORNIA.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, Salt River, Cali-
fornia.

(5) SANTA ROSA CREEK, SANTA ROSA, CALI-
FORNIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, Santa Rosa Creek in the vicinity of the
Prince Memorial Greenway, Santa Rosa, Cali-
fornia.

(6) STOCKTON DEEP WATER SHIP CHANNEL AND
LOWER SAN JOAQUIN RIVER, CALIFORNIA.—Project
for aquatic ecosystem vrestoration, Stockton
Deep Water Ship Channel and lower San Joa-
quin River, California.

(7) SWEETWATER RESERVOIR, SAN DIEGO COUN-
TY, CALIFORNIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem
restoration, Sweetwater Reservoir, San Diego
County, California, including efforts to address
invasive aquatic plant species.

(8) BAYOU TEXAR, PENSACOLA, FLORIDA.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration, Bayou
Texar, Pensacola, Florida.

(9) BISCAYNE BAY, FLORIDA.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, Biscayne Bay,
Key Biscayne, Florida.

(10) CLAM BAYOU AND DINKINS BAYOU, SANIBEL
ISLAND, FLORIDA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem
restoration, Clam Bayou and Dinkins Bayou,
Sanibel Island, Florida.

(11) DESTIN HARBOR, FLORIDA.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, Destin Harbor,
Florida.

(12) CHATTAHOOCHEE FALL LINE, GEORGIA AND
ALABAMA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem res-
toration, Chattahoochee Fall Line, Georgia and
Alabama.

(13) LONGWOOD COVE, GAINESVILLE, GEOR-
GIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Longwood Cove, Gainesville, Georgia.

(14) CITY PARK, UNIVERSITY LAKES, LOU-
ISIANA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, City Park, University Lakes, Louisiana.

(15) MILL POND, LITTLETON, MASSACHU-
SETTS.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, Mill Pond, Littleton, Massachusetts.

(16) PINE TREE BROOK, MILTON, MASSACHU-
SETTS.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, Pine Tree Brook, Milton, Massachusetts.

(17) KALAMAZOO RIVER WATERSHED, BATTLE
CREEK, MICHIGAN.—Project for aquatic eco-
system restoration, Kalamazoo River watershed,
Battle Creek, Michigan.

(18) RUSH LAKE, MINNESOTA.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, Rush Lake, Min-
nesota.

(19) SOUTH FORK OF THE CROW RIVER, HUTCH-
INSON, MINNESOTA.—Project for aquatic eco-
system restoration, South Fork of the Crow
River, Hutchinson, Minnesota.

(20) ST. LOUIS COUNTY, MISSOURI.—Project for
aquatic ecosystem restoration, St. Louis County,
Missouri.

(21) TRUCKEE RIVER, RENO, NEVADA.—Project
for aquatic ecosystem restoration, Truckee
River, Reno, Nevada, including features for fish
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passage.
(22) GROVER’S MILL POND, NEW JERSEY.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,

Grover’s Mill Pond, New Jersey.

(23) DUGWAY CREEK, BRATENAHL, OHIO.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Dugway Creek, Bratenahl, Ohio.

(24) JOHNSON CREEK, GRESHAM, OREGON.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration, John-
son Creek, Gresham, Oregon.

(25) BEAVER CREEK, BEAVER AND SALEM, PENN-
SYLVANIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem res-
toration, Beaver Creek, Beaver and Salem,
Pennsylvania.

(26) CEMENTON DAM, LEHIGH RIVER, PENNSYL-
VANIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, Cementon Dam, Lehigh River, Pennsyl-
vania.

(27) DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA NAVAL
SHIPYARD, PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for aquatic
ecosystem restoration, Delaware River in the vi-
cinity of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard,
Pennsylvania.
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(28) SAUCON CREEK, NORTHAMPTON COUNTY,
PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem
restoration, Saucon Creek, Northampton Coun-
ty, Pennsylvania.

(29) BLACKSTONE RIVER, RHODE ISLAND.—
Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration, Black-
stone River, Rhode Island.

(30) WILSON BRANCH, CHERAW, SOUTH CARO-
LINA.—Project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Wilson Branch, Cheraw, South Carolina.

(31) WHITE RIVER, BETHEL, VERMONT.—Project
for aquatic ecosystem restoration, White River,
Bethel, Vermont.

SEC. 1007. SMALL PROJECTS FOR SHORELINE
PROTECTION.

The Secretary shall conduct a study for each
of the following projects and, if the Secretary
determines that a project is feasible, may carry
out the project under section 3 of the Act enti-
tled ““An Act authorizing Federal participation
in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly
owned property’’, approved August 13, 1946 (33
U.S.C. 4269):

(1) NELSON LAGOON, ALASKA.—Project for
shoreline protection, Nelson Lagoon, Alaska.

(2) SANIBEL ISLAND, FLORIDA.—Project for
shoreline protection, Sanibel Island, Florida.

(3) APRA HARBOR, GUAM.—Project for shore-
line protection, Apra Harbor, Guam.

(4) PITI, CABRAS ISLAND, GUAM.—Project for
shoreline protection, Piti, Cabras Island, Guam.

(5) NARROWS AND GRAVESEND BAY, UPPER NEW
YORK BAY, BROOKLYN, NEW YORK.—Project for
shoreline protection in the vicinity of the con-
fluence of the Narrows and Gravesend Bay,
Upper New York Bay, Brooklyn, New York.

(6) DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA NAVAL
SHIPYARD, PENNSYLVANIA.—Project for shoreline
protection, Delaware River in the vicinity of the
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, Pennsylvania.

(7) PORT ARANSAS, TEXAS.—Project for shore-
line protection, Port Aransas, Texas.

SEC. 1008. SMALL PROJECTS FOR SNAGGING AND
SEDIMENT REMOVAL.

The Secretary shall conduct a study for the
following project and, if the Secretary deter-
mines that the project is feasible, the Secretary
may carry out the project under section 2 of the
Flood Control Act of August 28, 1937 (33 U.S.C.
701g): Project for removal of snags and clearing
and straightening of channels for flood control,
Kowawese Unique Area and Hudson River, New
Windsor, New York.

TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 2001. NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS.

Section 103 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“(n) NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS.—

‘(1) PROHIBITION ON SOLICITATION OF EXCESS
CONTRIBUTIONS.—The Secretary may not solicit
contributions from mnon-Federal interests for
costs of constructing authorized water resources
development projects or measures in excess of
the mon-Federal share assigned to the appro-
priate project purposes listed in subsections (a),
(b), and (c) or condition Federal participation in
such projects or measures on the receipt of such
contributions.

“(2) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC-
TION.—Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to affect the Secretary’s authority under
section 903(c) of this Act.”’.

SEC. 2002. HARBOR COST SHARING.

(a) PAYMENTS DURING CONSTRUCTION.—Sec-
tion 101(a)(1) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2211(a)(1); 100 Stat.
4082) is amended in each of subparagraphs (B)
and (C) by striking ‘45 feet”’ and inserting ‘53
feet”.

(b) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—Section
101(b)(1) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 2211(b)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘45 feet’’ and inserting ‘53
feet”.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—Section 214 of such Act (33
U.S.C. 2241; 100 Stat. 4108) is amended in each
of paragraphs (1) and (3) by striking ‘45 feet”
and inserting ‘53 feet’’.
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(d) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made by
subsections (a), (b), and (c) shall apply only to
a project, or separable element of a project, on
which a contract for physical construction has
not been awarded before October 1, 2003.

(e) REVISION OF PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT.—
The Secretary shall revise any partnership
agreement entered into after October 1, 2003, for
any project to which the amendments made by
subsections (a), (b), and (c) apply to take into
account the change in mon-Federal participa-
tion in the project as a result of such amend-
ments.

SEC. 2003. FUNDING TO PROCESS PERMITS.

Section 214 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2000 (33 U.S.C. 2201 note; 114 Stat.
2594; 117 Stat. 1836) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘In fiscal
years 2001 through 2005, the’” and inserting
“The’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(c) DURATION OF AUTHORITY.—The authority
provided under this section shall be in effect
from October 1, 2000, through December 31,
2007.”°.

SEC. 2004. NATIONAL SHORELINE EROSION CON-
TROL DEVELOPMENT AND DEM-
ONSTRATION PROGRAM.

(a) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—Section 5(a) of
the Act entitled “An Act authoricing Federal
participation in the cost of protecting the shores
of publicly owned property’, approved August
13, 1946 (33 U.S.C. 426h(a)), is amended by strik-
ing ‘6 years’ and inserting ‘10 years’.

(b) EXTENSION OF PLANNING, DESIGN, AND
CONSTRUCTION PHASE.—Section 5(b)(1)(4) of
such Act (33 U.S.C. 426h(b)(1)(A)) is amended by
striking ‘3 years’’ and inserting ‘6 years’’.

(c) COST SHARING; REMOVAL OF PROJECTS.—
Section 5(b) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 426h(b)) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) as
paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing:

““(3) COST SHARING.—The Secretary may enter
into a cost sharing agreement with a non-Fed-
eral interest to carry out a project, or a phase
of a project, under the erosion control program
in cooperation with the non-Federal interest.

‘““(4) REMOVAL OF PROJECTS.—The Secretary
may pay all or a portion of the costs of removing
a project, or an element of a project, constructed
under the erosion control program if the Sec-
retary determines during the term of the pro-
gram that the project or element is detrimental
to the environment, private property, or public
safety.”.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 5(e)(2) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 426h(e)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘$21,000,000”° and inserting
“$31,000,000.

SEC. 2005. SMALL SHORE AND BEACH RESTORA-
TION AND PROTECTION PROJECTS.

Section 3 of the Act entitled ‘“‘An Act author-
izing Federal participation in the cost of pro-
tecting the shores of publicly owned property’’,
approved August 13, 1946 (33 U.S.C. 426g), is
amended by striking ‘‘$3,000,000”° and inserting
‘$5,000,000"".

SEC. 2006. WRITTEN AGREEMENT FOR WATER RE-
SOURCES PROJECTS.

(a) PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS.—Section 221 of
the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-
5b) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘under the provisions’ and all
that follows through ‘“‘under any other’’ and in-
serting ‘“‘under any’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘to furnish its required co-
operation for’’ and inserting ‘‘under which each
party agrees to carry out its responsibilities and
requirements for implementation or construction
of”’; and

(C) by inserting after ‘$25,000.”’ the following:
“Such agreement may include a provision for
damages in the event of a failure of one or more
parties to perform.”’;
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(2) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-
section (f); and

(3) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing:

““(e) LIMITATION.—Nothing in subsection (a)
shall be construed as limiting the authority of
the Secretary to ensure that an agreement under
this section meets all requirements of law and
policies of the Secretary in effect on the date of
entry into the agreement.’’.

(b) LocAL COOPERATION.—Section 912(b) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(101 Stat. 4190) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ‘‘shall’’ the first place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘“‘may’’; and

(B) by striking the last sentence; and

(2) in paragraph (4)—

(4) by inserting after ‘‘injunction, for’’ the
following: “‘payment of damages or, for’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘to collect a civil penalty im-
posed under this section,”’; and

(C) by striking ‘“‘any civil penalty imposed
under this section,” and inserting ‘‘any dam-
ages,’’.

(c) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made by
subsections (a) and (b) only apply to partner-
ship agreements entered into after the date of
enactment of this Act; except that at the request
of a mon-Federal interest for a project, the dis-
trict engineer for the district in which the
project is located may amend a project partner-
ship agreement entered into on or before such
date and wunder which construction on the
project has not been initiated as of such date of
enactment for the purpose of incorporating such
amendments.

(d) PARTNERSHIP AND COOPERATIVE ARRANGE-
MENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A goal of agreements entered
into under section 221 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5(b)) shall be to further
partnership and cooperative arrangements, and
the agreements shall be referred to as ‘“‘partner-
ship agreements’.

(2) REFERENCES TO COOPERATION AGREE-
MENTS.—Any reference in a law, regulation,
document, or other paper of the United States to
a cooperation agreement or project cooperation
agreement shall be considered to be a reference
to a partnership agreement or a project partner-
ship agreement, respectively.

(3) REFERENCES TO PARTNERSHIP AGREE-
MENTS.—Any reference to a partnership agree-
ment or project partnership agreement in this
Act (other than this section) shall be considered
as a reference to a cooperation agreement or a
project cooperation agreement, respectively.

(e) DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY.—Not later
than September 30, 2006, the Secretary shall
issue policies and guidelines for partnership
agreements that delegate to the district engi-
neers, at a minimum—

(1) the authority to approve any policy in a
partnership agreement that has appeared in an
agreement previously approved by the Secretary;

(2) the authority to approve any policy in a
partnership agreement the specific terms of
which are dictated by law, or by a final feasi-
bility study, final environmental impact state-
ment, or other final decision document for a
water resources development project;

(3) the authority to approve any partnership
agreement that complies with the policies and
guidelines issued by the Secretary; and

(4) the authority to sign any partnership
agreement for any water resources development
project unless, within 30 days of the date of au-
thorization of the project, the Secretary notifies
the district engineer in which the project will be
carried out that the Secretary wishes to retain
the prerogative to sign the partnership agree-
ment for that project.

(f) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 2
years after the date of enactment of this Act,
and every year thereafter, the Secretary shall
submit to Congress a report detailing the fol-
lowing:
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(1) the number of partnership agreements
signed by district engineers and the number of
partnership agreements signed by the Secretary,
and

(2) for any partnership agreement signed by
the Secretary, an explanation of why delegation
to the district engineer was not appropriate.

(9) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—Not later than the
120th day following the date of enactment of
this Act, the Chief of Engineers shall ensure
that each district engineer has made available
on the Internet all partnership agreements en-
tered into under section 221 of the Flood Control
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-5(b)) within the pre-
ceding 10 years and all partnership agreements
for water resources development projects cur-
rently being carried out in that district and
shall make any partnership agreements entered
into after such date of enactment available on
the Internet within 7 days of the date on which
such agreement is entered into.

SEC. 2007. ASSISTANCE FOR REMEDIATION, RES-
TORATION, AND REUSE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may provide
to State and local governments assessment,
planning, and design assistance for remediation,
environmental restoration, or reuse of areas lo-
cated within the boundaries of such State or
local governments where such remediation, envi-
ronmental restoration, or reuse will contribute
to the improvement of water quality or the con-
servation of water and related resources of
drainage basins and watersheds within the
United States.

(b) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal
share of the cost of assistance provided under
subsection (a) shall be 50 percent.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $30,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2006 through 2010.

SEC. 2008. COMPILATION OF LAWS.

Within one year after the date of enactment of
this Act, the laws of the United States relating
to the improvement of rivers and harbors, flood
control, beach erosion, and other water re-
sources development enacted after November 8,
1966, and before January 1, 2006, shall be com-
piled under the direction of the Secretary and
the Chief of Engineers and printed for the use
of the Department of the Army, Congress, and
the general public. The Secretary shall reprint
the volumes containing such laws enacted be-
fore November 8, 1966. In addition, the Secretary
shall include an indexr in each volume so com-
piled or reprinted. Not later than December 1,
2006, the Secretary shall transmit at least 25
copies of each such volume to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works of the Senate. The
Secretary shall also ensure that such compila-
tions are available through electronic means, in-
cluding the Internet.

SEC. 2009. DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL.

Section 217 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2326a; 110 Stat. 3694—
3696) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d);

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

““(c) GOVERNMENTAL PARTNERSHIPS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may enter
into cost sharing agreements with one or more
non-Federal public interests with respect to a
project, or group of projects within a geographic
region if appropriate, for the acquisition, de-
sign, construction, management, or operation of
a dredged material processing, treatment, con-
taminant reduction, or disposal facility (includ-
ing any facility used to demonstrate potential
beneficial uses of dredged material, which may
include effective sediment contaminant reduc-
tion technologies) using funds provided in whole
or in part by the Federal Government. One or
more of the parties of the agreement may per-
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form the acquisition, design, construction, man-
agement, or operation of a dredged material
processing, treatment, or disposal facility. If ap-
propriate, the Secretary may combine portions
of separate construction or maintenance appro-
priations from separate Federal projects with
the appropriate combined cost sharing between
the various projects when the facility serves to
manage dredged material from multiple Federal
projects located in the geographic region of the
facility.

““(2) PUBLIC FINANCING.—

““(A) AGREEMENTS.—

‘(1) SPECIFIED FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES AND
COST SHARING.—The cost-sharing agreement
used shall clearly specify the Federal funding
sources and combined cost sharing when appli-
cable to multiple Federal navigation projects
and the responsibilities and risks of each of the
parties related to present and future dredged
material managed by the facility.

““(il)) MANAGEMENT OF SEDIMENTS.—The cost-
sharing agreement may include the management
of sediments from the maintenance dredging of
Federal mavigation projects that do mot have
partnership agreements. The cost-sharing agree-
ment may allow the non-Federal sponsor to re-
ceive reimbursable payments from the Federal
Government for commitments made by the spon-
sor for disposal or placement capacity at
dredged material treatment, processing, con-
taminant reduction, or disposal facilities.

““(iti) CREDIT.—The cost-sharing agreement
may allow costs incurred prior to execution of a
partnership agreement for construction or the
purchase of equipment or capacity for the
project to be credited according to existing cost-
sharing rules.

“(B) CREDIT.—Nothing in this subsection su-
persedes or modifies existing agreements between
the Federal Govermment and any mon-Federal
sponsors for the cost sharing, construction, and
operation and maintenance of Federal naviga-
tion projects. Subject to the approval of the Sec-
retary and in accordance with existing laws,
regulations, and policies, a non-Federal public
sponsor of a Federal navigation project may
seek credit for funds provided in the acquisition,
design, construction, management, or operation
of a dredged material processing, treatment, or
disposal facility to the extent the facility is used
to manage dredged material from the Federal
navigation project. The non-Federal sponsor
shall be responsible for providing all necessary
lands, easements, rights-of-way, or relocations
associated with the facility and shall receive
credit for these items.”’; and

(3) in each of subsections (d)(1) and (d)(2)(4),
as so redesignated—

(A) by inserting
“operation’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘processing, treatment, or’’
after ‘‘dredged material’’ the first place it ap-
pears.

SEC. 2010. WETLANDS MITIGATION.

In carrying out a water resources project that
involves wetlands mitigation and that has im-
pacts that occur within the service area of a
mitigation bank, the Secretary, to the maximum
extent practicable and where appropriate, shall
give preference to the use of the mitigation bank
if the bank contains sufficient available credits
to offset the impact and the bank is approved in
accordance with the Federal Guidance for the
Establishment, Use and Operation of Mitigation
Banks (60 Fed. Reg. 58605) or other applicable
Federal law (including regulations).

SEC. 2011. REMOTE AND SUBSISTENCE HARBORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In conducting a study of
harbor and navigation improvements, the Sec-
retary may recommend a project without the
need to demonstrate that the project is justified
solely by national economic development bene-
fits if the Secretary determines that—

(1)(A) the community to be served by the
project is at least 70 miles from the nearest sur-
face accessible commercial port and has no di-
rect rail or highway link to another community
served by a surface accessible port or harbor; or

“‘and maintenance’’ after
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(B) the project would be located in the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, or
American Samoa;

(2) the harbor is ecomomically critical such
that over 80 percent of the goods transported
through the harbor would be consumed within
the community served by the harbor and navi-
gation improvement; and

(3) the long-term viability of the community
would be threatened without the harbor and
navigation improvement.

(b) JUSTIFICATION.—In considering whether to
recommend a project under subsection (a), the
Secretary shall consider the benefits of the
project to—

(1) public health and safety of the local com-
munity, including access to facilities designed to
protect public health and safety;

(2) access to natural resources for subsistence
purposes;

(3) local and regional economic opportunities;

(4) welfare of the local population; and

(5) social and cultural value to the commu-
nity.

SEC. 2012. BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATE-
RIAL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 204 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C. 2326)
is amended by striking subsections (c) through
(g9) and inserting the following:

““(c) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may carry
out projects to transport and place sediment ob-
tained in connection with the construction, op-
eration, or maintenance of an authorized water
resources project at locations selected by a non-
Federal entity for use in the construction, re-
pair, or rehabilitation of projects determined by
the Secretary to be in the public interest and as-
sociated with navigation, flood damage reduc-
tion, hydroelectric power, municipal and indus-
trial water supply, agricultural water supply,
recreation, hurricane and storm damage reduc-
tion, aquatic plant control, and environmental
protection and restoration.

““(d) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT.—Any project
undertaken pursuant to this section shall be ini-
tiated only after non-Federal interests have en-
tered into an agreement with the Secretary in
which the non-Federal interests agree to pay
the non-Federal share of the cost of construc-
tion of the project and 100 percent of the cost of
operation, maintenance, replacement, and reha-
bilitation of the project in accordance with sec-
tion 103 of the Water Resources Development
Act 0of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213).

‘““(e) SPECIAL RULE.—Construction of a project
under subsection (a) for one or more of the pur-
poses of protection, restoration, or creation of
aquatic and ecologically related habitat, the
cost of which does mnot exceed $750,000 and
which will be located in a disadvantaged com-
munity as determined by the Secretary, may be
carried out at Federal expense.

“(f) DETERMINATION  OF  CONSTRUCTION
CosTs.—Costs associated with construction of a
project under this section shall be limited solely
to construction costs that are in excess of those
costs mecessary to carry out the dredging for
construction, operation, or maintenance of the
authorized water resources project in the most
cos- effective way, consistent with economic, en-
gineering, and environmental criteria.

““(9) SELECTION OF SEDIMENT DISPOSAL METH-
oD.—In developing and carrying out a water re-
sources project involving the disposal of sedi-
ment, the Secretary may select, with the consent
of the non-Federal interest, a disposal method
that is not the least cost option if the Secretary
determines that the incremental costs of such
disposal method are reasonable in relation to
the environmental benefits, including the bene-
fits to the aquatic environment to be derived
from the creation of wetlands and control of
shoreline erosion. The Federal share of such in-
cremental costs shall be determined in accord-
ance with subsections (d) and (f).

‘““(h) NONPROFIT ENTITIES.—Notwithstanding
section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970 (42
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U.S.C. 1962d-5b), for any project carried out
under this section, a non-Federal interest may
include a nonprofit entity, with the consent of
the affected local government.

“(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authoriced to be appropriated
$30,000,000 annually for projects under this sec-
tion of which not more than $3,000,000 annually
may be used for construction of projects de-
scribed in subsection (e). Such sums shall re-
main available until expended.

“(j) REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN-
NING.—In consultation with appropriate State
and Federal agencies, the Secretary may de-
velop, at Federal expense, plans for regional
management of sediment obtained in conjunc-
tion with the construction, operation, or mainte-
nance of water resources projects, including po-
tential beneficial uses of sediment for construc-
tion, repair, or rehabilitation of public projects
for navigation, flood damage reduction, hydro-
electric power, municipal and industrial water
supply, agricultural water supply, recreation,
hurricane and storm damage reduction, aquatic
plant control, and environmental protection and
restoration.

“(k) USE OF FUNDS.—

‘(1) NON-FEDERAL INTEREST.—The non-Fed-
eral interest for a project described in this sec-
tion may wuse, and the Secretary shall accept,
funds provided under any other Federal pro-
gram, to satisfy, in whole or in part, the non-
Federal share of the cost of such project if such
funds are authoriced to be used to carry out
such project.

‘“(2) OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES.—The mnon-
Federal share of the cost of construction of a
project under this section may be met through
contributions from a Federal agency made di-
rectly to the Secretary, with the consent of the
affected local government, if such funds are au-
thorized to be used to carry out such project.
Before initiating a project to which this para-
graph applies, the Secretary shall enter into an
agreement with a non-Federal interest in which
the non-Federal interest agrees to pay 100 per-
cent of the cost of operation, maintenance, re-
placement, and rehabilitation of the project.”.

(b) REPEAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 145 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1976 (33 U.S.C. 4267)
is repealed.

(2) HOLD HARMLESS.—The repeal made by
paragraph (1) shall not affect the authority of
the Secretary to complete any project being car-
ried out under such section 145 on the day be-
fore the date of enactment of this Act.

(c) PRIORITY AREAS.—In carrying out section
204 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1992 (33 U.S.C. 2326), the Secretary shall give
priority to the following:

(1) A project at Little Rock Slackwater Har-
bor, Arkansas.

(2) A project at Egmont Key, Florida.

(3) A project in the vicinity of Calcasieu Ship
Channel, Louisiana.

(4) A project in the vicinity of the Smith Point
Park Pavilion and the TWA Flight 800 Memo-
rial, Brookhaven, New York.

(5) A project in the vicinity of Morehead City,
North Carolina.

(6) A project in the vicinity of Galveston Bay,
Tezxas.

SEC. 2013. COST-SHARING PROVISIONS FOR CER-
TAIN AREAS.

Section 1156 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2310; 100 Stat. 4256)
is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 1156. COST-SHARING PROVISIONS FOR CER-
TAIN AREAS.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall waive
local cost-sharing requirements up to $500,000
for all studies and projects in the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico, American Samoa, Guam,
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, and the United States Virgin Islands, in
Indian country (as defined in section 1151 of
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title 18, United States Code, and including lands
that are within the jurisdictional area of an
Oklahoma Indian tribe, as determined by the
Secretary of the Interior, and are recognized by
the Secretary of the Interior as eligible for trust
land status under part 151 of title 25, Code of
Federal Regulations) or on land in the State of
Alaska owned by an Alaska Native Regional
Corporation or an Alaska Native Village Cor-
poration (as those terms are defined in the Alas-
ka Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601
et seq.)) or the Metlakatla Indian community.

“(b) USE OF FUNDS.—The non-Federal interest
for a study or project for an area described in
subsection (a) may use, and the Secretary shall
accept, funds provided under any other Federal
program, to satisfy, in whole or in part, the
non-Federal share of such study or project if
such funds are authoriced to be used to carry
out such study or project.”.

SEC. 2014. REVISION OF PROJECT PARTNERSHIP
AGREEMENT.

Upon authorization by law of an increase in
the maximum amount of Federal funds that may
be allocated for a project or an increase in the
total cost of a project authorized to be carried
out by the Secretary, the Secretary shall revise
the project partnership agreement for the project
to take into account the change in Federal par-
ticipation in the project.

SEC. 2015. COST SHARING.

An increase in the maximum amount of Fed-
eral funds that may be allocated for a project or
an increase in the total cost of a project author-
ized to be carried out by the Secretary shall not
affect any cost-sharing requirement applicable
to the project under title I of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2211
et seq.).

SEC. 2016. CREDIT FOR WORK PERFORMED BE-
FORE PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT.

If the Secretary is authorized to credit toward
the non-Federal share the cost of work carried
out by the non-Federal interest before the date
of the partnership agreement for the project and
such work has not been carried out as of the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall enter into an agreement with the non-Fed-
eral interest for the project under which the
non-Federal interest shall carry out such work,
and the credit shall apply only to work carried
out under the agreement.

SEC. 2017. RECREATION USER FEE REVENUES.

Section 225 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 297-298) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘During fiscal years 1999
through 2002, the’’ and inserting ‘“‘The’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘$34,000,000° and inserting
“$42,000,000"’; and

(2) in subsection (a)(3) by striking ‘‘September
30, 2005’ and inserting ‘‘expended’’.

SEC. 2018. EXPEDITED ACTIONS FOR EMERGENCY
FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION.

The Secretary shall expedite any authoriced
planning, design, and construction of any
project for flood damage reduction for an area
that, within the preceding 5 years, has been
subject to flooding that resulted in the loss of
life and caused damage of sufficient severity
and magnitude to warrant a declaration of a
magjor disaster by the President under the Robert
T. Stafford Disaster and Emergency Relief Act
(42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.).

SEC. 2019. WATERSHED AND RIVER BASIN AS-
SESSMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 729 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2267a; 114 Stat. 2587-2588; 100 Stat. 4164) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (d)—

(A) by striking “‘and’ at the end of paragraph
(4,
(B) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (5) and inserting “‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

“(6) Tuscarawas River Basin, Ohio;
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‘“(7) Sauk River Basin, Snohomish and Skagit
Counties, Washington;

‘(8) Niagara River Basin, New York; and

‘“(9) Genesee River Basin, New York.”’;

(2) by striking paragraph (1) of subsection (f)
and inserting the following:

‘““(1) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The mnon-Federal
share of the costs of an assessment carried out
under this section on or after December 11, 2000,
shall be 25 percent.”’; and

(3) by striking subsection (g).

(b) REVISION OF PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT.—
The Secretary shall revise the partnership
agreement for any assessment being carried out
under such section 729 to take into account the
change in non-Federal participation in the as-
sessment as a result of the amendments made by
subsection (a).

SEC. 2020. TRIBAL PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM.

(a) Score.—Section 203(b)(1)(B) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 2000 (33 U.S.C.
2269(b)(1)(B); 114 Stat. 2589) is amended by in-
serting after “‘Code’’ the following: *‘, and in-
cluding lands that are within the jurisdictional
area of an Oklahoma Indian tribe, as deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Interior, and are
recognized by the Secretary of the Interior as el-
igible for trust land status under part 151 of title
25, Code of Federal Regulations’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 203(e) of such Act is amended by striking
‘2006’ and inserting ‘2010°°.

SEC. 2021. WILDFIRE FIREFIGHTING.

Section 309 of Public Law 102-154 (42 U.S.C.
1856a-1; 105 Stat. 1034) is amended by inserting
“the Secretary of the Army,” after ‘“‘the Sec-
retary of Energy,’’.

SEC. 2022. CREDIT FOR NONCONSTRUCTION
SERVICES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is authorized
to allow a non-Federal interest credit toward its
share of project costs for any authorized water
resources development project for the cost of ma-
terials and in-kind services, including design
and management services but not including con-
struction, provided by the non-Federal interest
for carrying out the project.

(b) LIMITATION.—Credit authorized under sub-
section (a)—

(1) shall not exceed the non-Federal share of
project costs;

(2) shall not alter any other requirements that
require a non-Federal interest to provide lands,
easements, rights-of-way, and dredged material
disposal areas for the project;

(3) shall not exceed the actual and reasonable
costs of the materials or in-kind services pro-
vided by the non-Federal interest, as determined
by the Secretary; and

(4) shall not be allowed unless the Secretary
has determined that such materials or services
are integral to the project.

SEC. 2023. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.

Section 22 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 1962d-16) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ‘“‘The Sec-
retary’’ and inserting the following:

‘“(a) FEDERAL STATE COOPERATION.—

‘(1) COMPREHENSIVE PLANS.—The Secretary’’;

(2) by inserting after the last sentence in sub-
section (a) the following:

““(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—At the request of a govern-
mental agency or non-Federal interest, the Sec-
retary may provide, at Federal expense, tech-
nical assistance to such agency or mon-Federal
interest in managing water resources.

‘““(B) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Technical assist-
ance under this paragraph may include provi-
sion and integration of hydrologic, economic,
and environmental data and analyses.’’;

(3) in subsection (b)(1) by striking ‘‘this sec-
tion’’ each place it appears and inserting ‘‘sub-
section (a)(1)”’;

(4) in subsection (b)(2) by striking “Up to 1/2
of the’’ and inserting “The’’;
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(5) in subsection (c) by striking ‘‘(c) There is”’
and inserting the following:

“(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

‘(1) FEDERAL AND STATE COOPERATION.—
There is’’;

(6) in subsection (c)(1) (as designated by para-
graph (5))—

(A) by striking ‘‘the provisions of this section”
and inserting ‘‘subsection (a)(1);”’; and

(B) by striking ‘3500,000” and inserting
“31,000,000"’;

(7) by inserting at the end of subsection (c)
the following:

““(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—There is author-
ized to be appropriated $5,000,000 annually to
carry out subsection (a)(2), of which not more
than $2,000,000 annually may be used by the
Secretary to enter into cooperative agreements
with nonprofit organizations to provide assist-
ance to rural and small communities.”’;

(8) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (e); and

(9) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing:

“(d) ANNUAL SUBMISSION OF PROPOSED AC-
TIVITIES.—Concurrent with the President’s sub-
mission to Congress of the President’s request
for appropriations for the Civil Works Program
for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall submit to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate a report describing the indi-
vidual activities proposed for funding under
subsection (a)(1) for that fiscal year.”.

SEC. 2024. COORDINATION AND SCHEDULING OF
FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL AC-
TIONS.

(a) NOTICE OF INTENT.—Upon request of the
non-Federal interest in the form of a written no-
tice of intent to construct or modify a non-Fed-
eral water supply, wastewater infrastructure,
flood damage reduction, storm damage reduc-
tion, ecosystem restoration, or navigation
project that requires the approval of the Sec-
retary, the Secretary shall initiate, subject to
subsection (g)(1), procedures to establish a
schedule for conmsolidating Federal, State, and
local agency and Indian tribe environmental as-
sessments, project reviews, and issuance of all
permits for the construction or modification of
the project. The non-Federal interest shall sub-
mit to the Secretary, with the notice of intent,
studies and documentation, including environ-
mental reviews, that may be required by Federal
law for decisionmaking on the proposed project.
All States and Indian tribes having jurisdiction
over the proposed project shall be invited by the
Secretary, but shall not be required, to partici-
pate in carrying out this section with respect to
the project.

(b) PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS.—Within 15
days after receipt of notice under subsection (a),
the Secretary shall publish such notice in the
Federal Register. The Secretary also shall pro-
vide written notification of the receipt of a no-
tice under subsection (a) to all State and local
agencies and Indian tribes that may be required
to issue permits for the construction of the
project or related activities. The Secretary shall
solicit the cooperation of those agencies and re-
quest their entry into a memorandum of agree-
ment described in subsection (c) with respect to
the project. Within 30 days after publication of
the notice in the Federal Register, State and
local agencies and Indian tribes that intend to
enter into the memorandum of agreement with
respect to the project shall notify the Secretary
of their intent in writing.

(¢) SCHEDULING AGREEMENT.—Within 90 days
after the date of receipt of motice under sub-
section (a) with respect to a project, the Sec-
retary of the Interior, the Secretary of Com-
merce, and the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, as mnecessary, and
any State or local agencies that have notified
the Secretary under subsection (b) shall enter
into an agreement with the Secretary estab-
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lishing a schedule of decisionmaking for ap-
proval of the project and permits associated
with the project and with related activities.

(d) CONTENTS OF AGREEMENT.—An agreement
entered into under subsection (c) with respect to
a project, to the extent practicable, shall con-
solidate hearing and comment periods, proce-
dures for data collection and report preparation,
and the environmental review and permitting
processes associated with the project and related
activities. The agreement shall detail, to the ex-
tent possible, the non-Federal interest’s respon-
sibilities for data development and information
that may be necessary to process each permit re-
quired for the project, including a schedule
when the information and data will be provided
to the appropriate Federal, State, or local agen-
cy or Indian tribe.

(e) REVISION OF AGREEMENT.—The Secretary
may revise an agreement entered into under
subsection (c) with respect to a project once to
extend the schedule to allow the non-Federal in-
terest the minimum amount of additional time
necessary to revise its original application to
meet the objections of a Federal, State, or local
agency or Indian tribe that is a party to the
agreement.

(f) FINAL DECISION.—Not later than the final
day of a schedule established by an agreement
entered into under subsection (c) with respect to
a project, the Secretary shall notify the non-
Federal interest of the final decision on the
project and whether the permit or permits have
been issued.

(9) REIMBURSEMENT.—

(1) COSTS OF COORDINATION.—The costs in-
curred by the Secretary to establish and carry
out a schedule to consolidate Federal, State,
and local agency and Indian tribe environ-
mental assessments, project reviews, and permit
issuance for a project under this section shall be
paid by the non-Federal interest.

(2) COSTS INCURRED TO EXPEDITE PERMITS AND
REVIEWS.—

(A) ACCEPTANCE OF NON-FEDERAL FUNDS.—
The Secretary may accept funds from the non-
Federal interest to hire additional staff or ob-
tain the services of consultants, or to provide fi-
nancial, technical, and administrative support
to agencies that have entered into an agreement
with the Secretary under subsection (c) with re-
spect to a project in order to facilitate the timely
processing, review, and completion of applicable
Federal, State, and local agency and Indian
tribe environmental assessments, project re-
views, and permits for the project.

(B) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds accepted under
this paragraph shall be used to supplement ex-
isting resources of the Secretary or a partici-
pating agency.

(C) ASSURANCE OF LEVEL OF SERVICE AND IM-
PARTIALITY.—The Secretary shall ensure that
the Department of the Army and any partici-
pating agency that accepts funds under this
paragraph shall continue to provide the same
level of service to other projects and other re-
sponsibilities not covered by this section as it
would provide, notwithstanding any activities
carried out under this section, and that accept-
ance of such funds will not impact impartial de-
cisionmaking either substantively or proce-
durally.

(h) REPORT ON TIMESAVINGS METHODS.—Not
later than 3 years after the date of enactment of
this section, the Secretary shall prepare and
transmit to Congress a report estimating the
time required for the issuance of all Federal,
State, local, and tribal permits for the construc-
tion of non-Federal projects for water supply,
wastewater infrastructure, flood damage reduc-
tion, storm damage reduction, ecosystem restora-
tion, and navigation. The Secretary shall in-
clude in that report recommendations for fur-
ther reducing the amount of time required for
the issuance of those permits, including any
proposed changes in existing law.

SEC. 2025. PROJECT STREAMLINING.

(a) PoLicY.—The benefits of water resources

projects are important to the Nation’s economy
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and environment, and recommendations to Con-
gress regarding such projects should not be de-
layed due to uncoordinated and sequential envi-
ronmental reviews or the failure to timely re-
solve disputes during the development of water
resources projects.

(b) SCOPE.—This section shall apply to each
study initiated after the date of enactment of
this Act to develop a feasibility report under sec-
tion 905 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2282), or a reevaluation
report, for a water resources project if the Sec-
retary determines that such study requires an
environmental impact statement under the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

(c) WATER RESOURCES PROJECT REVIEW PROC-
ESS.—The Secretary shall develop and imple-
ment a coordinated review process for water re-
sources projects.

(d) COORDINATED REVIEWS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The coordinated review proc-
ess under this section shall provide that all en-
vironmental reviews, analyses, opinions, per-
mits, licenses, and approvals that must be issued
or made by a Federal, State, or local government
agency or Indian tribe for a water resources
project will be conducted concurrently, to the
maximum extent practicable, and completed
within a time period established by the Sec-
retary, in cooperation with the agencies identi-
fied under subsection (e) with respect to the
project.

(2) AGENCY PARTICIPATION.—Each Federal
agency identified under subsection (e) shall for-
mulate and implement administrative, policy,
and procedural mechanisms to enable the agen-
cy to ensure completion of environmental re-
views, analyses, opinions, permits, licenses, and
approvals described in paragraph (1) in a timely
and environmentally responsible manner.

(e) IDENTIFICATION OF JURISDICTIONAL AGEN-
CIES.—With respect to each water resources
project, the Secretary shall identify, as soon as
practicable, all Federal, State, and local govern-
ment agencies and Indian tribes that may have
jurisdiction over environmental-related matters
that may be affected by the project or may be re-
quired by law to conduct an environmental-re-
lated review or analysis of the project or deter-
mine whether to issue an environmental-related
permit, license, or approval for the project.

(f) STATE AUTHORITY.—If a coordinated re-
view process is being implemented under this
section by the Secretary with respect to a water
resources project within the boundaries of a
State, the State, consistent with State law, may
choose to participate in such process and pro-
vide that all State agencies that have jurisdic-
tion over environmental-related matters that
may be affected by the project or may be re-
quired by law to conduct an environmental-re-
lated review or analysis of the project or deter-
mine whether to issue an environmental-related
permit, license, or approval for the project, be
subject to the process.

(9) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.—The
coordinated review process developed under this
section may be incorporated into a memorandum
of understanding for a project between the Sec-
retary and the heads of other Federal, State,
and local government agencies and Indian tribes
identified under subsection (e) with respect to
the project and the non-Federal interest for the
project.

(h) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO MEET DEADLINE.—

(1) NOTIFICATION OF CONGRESS AND CEQ.—If
the Secretary determines that a Federal, State,
or local govermment agency, Indian tribe, or
non-Federal interest that is participating in a
coordinated review process under this section
with respect to a project has not met a deadline
established under subsection (d) for the project,
the Secretary shall notify, within 30 days of the
date of such determination, the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House
of Representatives, the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works of the Senate, the Coun-
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cil on Environmental Quality, and the agency,
Indian tribe, or non-Federal interest involved
about the failure to meet the deadline.

(2) AGENCY REPORT.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of receipt of a notice under para-
graph (1), the Federal, State, or local govern-
ment agency, Indian tribe, or non-Federal inter-
est involved shall submit a report to the Sec-
retary, the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives,
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate, and the Council on Envi-
ronmental Quality explaining why the agency,
Indian tribe, or mon-Federal interest did mnot
meet the deadline and what actions it intends to
take to complete or issue the required review,
analysis, opinion, permit, license, or approval.

(i) PURPOSE AND NEED AND DETERMINATION OF
REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—As an official of the lead
Federal agency that is responsible for carrying
out a study to which this section applies and its
associated process for meeting the requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and as the Federal
agency with expertise in water resources devel-
opment, the Secretary, in carrying out such
study and process, shall—

(4) define the purpose and need for the pro-
posed water resources project; and

(B) determine which alternatives are reason-
able and may be reasonably anticipated to meet
project purposes and needs.

(2) STREAMLINING STUDY.—To streamline a
study to which this section applies and its asso-
ciated process for meeting the requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), the Secretary may elimi-
nate from consideration any alternatives the
Secretary determines are not reasonable or are
not reasonably anticipated to meet project pur-
poses and needs.

(7) SOLICITATION AND CONSIDERATION OF COM-
MENTS.—In applying subsection (i), the Sec-
retary shall solicit, consider, and respond to
comments from interested persons and govern-
mental entities.

(k) CATEGORICAL EXCLUSIONS.—Not later than
120 days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall develop and publish a list of
categorical exclusions from the requirement that
an environmental assessment or an environ-
mental impact statement be prepared under the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) for water resources projects.

(1) LIMITATIONS.—Nothing in this section shall
preempt or interfere with—

(1) any practice of seeking public comment;

(2) any power, jurisdiction, or authority that
a Federal, State, or local government agency,
Indian tribe, or non-Federal interest has with
respect to carrying out a water resources
project; or

(3) any obligation to comply with the provi-
sions of the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4371 et seq.) and the regula-
tions issued by the Council on Environmental
Quality to carry out such Act.

(m) BENCHMARKS.—Within 12 months of the
date of enactment of this Act, the Chief of Engi-
neers shall establish benchmarks for deter-
mining the length of time it should take to con-
duct a feasibility study for a water resources de-
velopment project and its associated review
process under the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4371 et seq.). Bench-
marks may be established for activities based on
project type, sice, cost, and complexity. The
Chief of Engineers shall use such benchmarks as
a management tool to make the feasibility study
process more efficient in all districts of the Army
Corps of Engineers.

SEC. 2026. LAKES PROGRAM.

Section 602(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4148; 110 Stat. 3758;
113 Stat. 295) is amended—

(1) by striking “‘and’ at end of paragraph
(18);
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(2) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (19) and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

““(20) Kinkaid Lake, Jackson County, Illinois,
removal of silt and aquatic growth and meas-
ures to address excessive sedimentation;

“(21) McCarter Pond, Borough of Fairhaven,
New Jersey, removal of silt and measures to ad-
dress water quality;

““(22) Rogers Pond, Franklin Township, New
Jersey, removal of silt and restoration of struc-
tural integrity;

“(23) Greenwood Lake, New York and New
Jersey, removal of silt and aquatic growth;

‘“(24) Lake Rodgers, Creedmoor, North Caro-
lina, removal of silt and excessive nutrients and
restoration of structural integrity; and

“(25) Lake Luxembourg, Pennsylvania.’.

SEC. 2027. MITIGATION FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE
LOSSES.

(a) MITIGATION PLAN CONTENTS.—Section
906(d) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2283(d)) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

““(3) CONTENTS.—A mitigation plan shall in-
clude—

‘“(A) a description of the physical action to be
undertaken to achieve the mitigation objectives
within the watershed in which such losses occur
and, in any case in which mitigation must take
place outside the watershed, a justification de-
tailing the rationale for undertaking the mitiga-
tion outside of the watershed;

‘““(B) a description of the lands or interests in
lands to be acquired for mitigation and the basis
for a determination that such lands are avail-
able for acquisition;

‘“(C) the type, amount, and characteristics of
the habitat being restored;

‘““(D) success criteria for mitigation based on
replacement of lost functions and values of the
habitat, including hydrologic and vegetative
characteristics; and

‘“(E) a plan for any mecessary monitoring to
determine the success of the mitigation, includ-
ing the cost and duration of any monitoring
and, to the extent practicable, the entities re-
sponsible for any monitoring.

‘““(4) RESPONSIBILITY FOR MONITORING.—In
any case in which it is not practicable to iden-
tify in a mitigation plan for a water resources
project, the entity responsible for monitoring at
the time of a final report of the Chief of Engi-
neers or other final decision document for the
project, such entity shall be identified in the
partnership agreement entered into with the
non-Federal interest.”.

(b) STATUS REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Concurrent with the Presi-
dent’s submission to Congress of the President’s
request for appropriations for the Civil Works
Program for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall
submit to the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Environment and Public
Works of the Senate a report on the status of
construction of projects that require mitigation
under section 906 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2283; 100 Stat.
4186) and the status of such mitigation.

(2) PROJECTS INCLUDED.—The status report
shall include the status of all projects that are
under construction, all projects for which the
President requests funding for the next fiscal
year, and all projects that have completed con-
struction, but have not completed the mitigation
required under section 906 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986.

SEC. 2028. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of expe-
diting the cost-effective design and construction
of wetlands restoration that is part of an au-
thorized water resources project, the Secretary
may enter into cooperative agreements under
section 6305 of title 31, United States Code, with
nonprofit organizations with expertise in wet-
lands restoration to carry out such design and
construction on behalf of the Secretary.



H5834

(b) LIMITATIONS.—

(1) PER PROJECT LIMIT.—A cooperative agree-
ment under this section shall not obligate the
Secretary to pay the nonprofit organization
more than $1,000,000 for any single wetlands res-
toration project.

(2) ANNUAL LIMIT.—The total value of work
carried out under cooperative agreements under
this section may not exceed $5,000,000 in any fis-
cal year.

SEC. 2029. PROJECT PLANNING.

(a) OBJECTIVES.—

(1) FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION, NAVIGATION,
AND HURRICANE AND STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION
PROJECTS.—The Federal objective of any study
of the feasibility of a water resources project
carried out by the Secretary for flood damage
reduction, navigation, or hurricane and storm
damage reduction shall be to maximize the net
national economic development benefits associ-
ated with the project, consistent with protecting
the Nation’s environment.

(2) ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROJECTS.—The
Federal objective of any study of the feasibility
of a water resources project for ecosystem res-
toration carried out by the Secretary shall be to
maximize the net national ecosystem restoration
benefits associated with the project, consistent
with national economic development.

(3) PROJECTS WITH MULTIPLE PURPOSES.—In
the case of a study that includes multiple
project purposes, the primary and other project
purposes shall be evaluated, based on the rel-
evant Federal objective identified under para-
graphs (1) and (2).

(4) SELECTION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the Fed-
eral objectives identified in this subsection, the
Secretary may select a project alternative that
does mot maximize net benefits if there is an
overriding reason based upon other Federal,
State, local, or international concerns.

(B) FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION, NAVIGATION,
AND HURRICANE STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION
PROJECTS.—With respect to a water resources
project described in paragraph (1), an overriding
reason for selecting a plan other than the plan
that maximizes national economic development
benefits may be if the Secretary determines, and
the non-Federal interest concurs, that an alter-
native plan is feasible and achieves the project
purposes while providing greater ecosystem res-
toration benefits.

(C) ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROJECTS.—With
respect to a water resources project described in
paragraph (2), an overriding reason for selecting
a plan other than the plan that mazximizes na-
tional ecosystem restoration benefits may be if
the Secretary determines, and the mon-Federal
interest concurs, that an alternative plan is fea-
sible and achieves the project purposes while
providing greater economic development bene-
fits.

(b) IDENTIFYING ADDITIONAL BENEFITS AND
PROJECTS.—

(1) PRIMARILY ECONOMIC BENEFITS.—In con-
ducting a study of the feasibility of a project
where the primary benefits are expected to be
economic, the Secretary may identify ecosystem
restoration benefits that may be achieved in the
study area and, after obtaining the participa-
tion of a non-Federal interest, may study and
recommend construction of additional measures,
a separate project, or separable project element
to achieve those benefits.

(2) PRIMARILY ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION BENE-
FITS.—In conducting a study of the feasibility of
a project where the primary benefits are ex-
pected to be associated with ecosystem restora-
tion, the Secretary may identify economic bene-
fits that may be achieved in the study area and,
after obtaining the participation of a non-Fed-
eral interest, may study and recommend con-
struction of additional measures, a separate
project, or separable project element to achieve
those benefits.

(3) RULES APPLICABLE TO CERTAIN MEASURES,
PROJECTS, AND ELEMENTS.—Any additional
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measures, separate project, or separable element
identified under paragraph (1) or (2) and rec-
ommended for construction shall not be consid-
ered integral to the underlying project and, if
authorized, shall be subject to a separate part-
nership agreement, unless a non-Federal inter-
est agrees to share in the cost of the additional
measures, project, or separable element.

(c) CALCULATION OF BENEFITS AND COSTS FOR
FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECTS.—A feasi-
bility study for a project for flood damage re-
duction shall include, as part of the calculation
of benefits and costs—

(1) a calculation of the residual risk of flood-
ing following completion of the proposed project;

(2) a calculation of any upstream or down-
stream impacts of the proposed project; and

(3) calculations to ensure that the benefits
and costs associated with structural and non-
structural alternatives are evaluated in an equi-
table manner.

SEC. 2030. INDEPENDENT PEER REVIEW.

(a) PROJECT STUDIES SUBJECT TO INDE-
PENDENT PEER REVIEW.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Project studies shall be sub-
ject to a peer review by an independent panel of
experts as determined under this section.

(2) SCOPE.—The peer review may include a re-
view of the economic and environmental as-
sumptions and projections, project evaluation
data, economic analyses, environmental anal-
yses, engineering analyses, formulation of alter-
native plans, methods for integrating risk and
uncertainty, models used in evaluation of eco-
nomic or environmental impacts of proposed
projects, and any biological opinions of the
project study.

(3) PROJECT STUDIES SUBJECT TO PEER RE-
VIEW.—

(A) MANDATORY.—A project study shall be
subject to peer review under paragraph (1) if the
project has an estimated total cost of more than
350,000,000, including mitigation costs, and is
not determined by the Chief of Engineers to be
exempt from peer review under paragraph (6).

(B) DISCRETIONARY.—A project study may be
subject to peer review if—

(i) the Governor of an affected State requests
a peer review by an independent panel of ex-
perts;

(ii) the head of a Federal or State agency
charged with reviewing the project study deter-
mines that the project is likely to have a signifi-
cant adverse impact on environmental, cultural,
or other resources under the jurisdiction of the
agency after implementation of proposed mitiga-
tion plans and requests a peer review by an
independent panel of experts; or

(iii) the Chief of Engineers determines that the
project study is controversial.

(4) CONTROVERSIAL PROJECTS.—Upon receipt
of a written request under paragraph (3)(B) or
on the initiative of the Chief of Engineers, the
Chief of Engineers shall determine whether a
project study is controversial.

(5) FACTORS TO CONSIDER.—In determining
whether a project study is controversial, the
Chief of Engineers shall consider if—

(A) there is a significant public dispute as to
the size, nature, or effects of the project; or

(B) there is a Significant public dispute as to
the economic or environmental costs or benefits
of the project.

(6) PROJECT STUDIES EXCLUDED FROM PEER RE-
VIEW.—Project studies that may be excluded
from peer review under paragraph (1) are—

(A) a study for a project the Chief of Engi-
neers determines—

(i) is not controversial;

(ii) has mo more than negligible adverse im-
pacts on scarce or unique cultural, historic, or
tribal resources;

(iii)) has mno substantial adverse impacts on
fish and wildlife species and their habitat prior
to the implementation of mitigation measures;
and

(iv) has, before implementation of mitigation
measures, no more than a negligible adverse im-
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pact on a species listed as endangered or threat-
ened species under the Endangered Species Act
of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1539 et seq.) or the critical
habitat of such species designated under such
Act; and

(B) a study for a project pursued under sec-
tion 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948 (33
U.S.C. 701s), section 2 of the Flood Control Act
of August 28, 1937 (33 U.S.C. 701g), section 14 of
the Flood Control Act of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 701r),
section 107(a) of the River and Harbor Act of
1960 (33 U.S.C. 577(a)), section 3 of the Act enti-
tled ‘““An Act authoricing Federal participation
in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly
owned property”’, approved August 13, 1946 (33
U.S.C. 426g), section 111 of the River and Har-
bor Act of 1968 (33 U.S.C. 426i), section 3 of the
Act entitled ““An Act authoricing the construc-
tion, repair, and preservation of certain public
works on rivers and harbors, and for other pur-
poses”’, approved March 2, 1945 (33 U.S.C. 603a),
section 1135 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2309a), section 206 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(33 U.S.C. 2330), or section 204 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C.
2326).

(7) APPEAL.—The decision of the Chief of En-
gineers whether to peer review a project study
shall be published in the Federal Register and
shall be subject to appeal by a person referred to
in paragraph (3)(B)(i) or (3)(B)(ii) to the Sec-
retary of the Army if such appeal is made with-
in the 30-day period following the date of such
publication.

(8) DETERMINATION OF PROJECT COST.—For
purposes of determining the estimated total cost
of a project under paragraph (3)(A), the project
cost shall be based upon the reasonable esti-
mates of the Chief of Engineers at the comple-
tion of the reconnaissance study for the project.
If the reasonable estimate of project costs is sub-
sequently determined to be in excess of the
amount in paragraph (3)(4), the Chief of Engi-
neers shall make a determination whether a
project study should be reviewed under this sec-
tion.

(b) TIMING OF PEER REVIEW.—The Chief of
Engineers shall determine the timing of a peer
review of a project study under subsection (a).
In all cases, the peer review shall occur during
the period beginning on the date of the comple-
tion of the reconnaissance study for the project
and ending on the date the draft report of the
Chief of Engineers for the project is made avail-
able for public comment. Where the Chief of En-
gineers has mot initiated a peer review of a
project study, the Chief of Engineers shall con-
sider, at a minimum, whether to initiate a peer
review at the time that—

(1) the without-project conditions are identi-
fied;

(2) the array of alternatives to be considered
are identified; and

(3) the preferred alternative is identified.
Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to
require the Chief of Engineers to conduct mul-
tiple peer reviews for a project study.

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF PANELS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For each project study sub-
ject to peer review under subsection (a), as soon
as practicable after the Chief of Engineers deter-
mines that a project study will be subject to peer
review, the Chief of Engineers shall contract
with the National Academy of Sciences (or a
similar independent scientific and technical ad-
visory organization), or an eligible organization,
to establish a panel of experts to peer review the
project study for technical and scientific suffi-
ciency.

(2) MEMBERSHIP.—A panel of experts estab-
lished for a project study wunder this section
shall be composed of independent experts who
represent a balance of areas of expertise suitable
for the review being conducted.

(3) LIMITATION ON APPOINTMENTS.—An indi-
vidual may not be selected to serve on a panel
of experts established for a project study under
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this section if the individual has a financial or
close professional association with any organi-
zation or group with a strong financial or orga-
nizational interest in the project.

(4) CONGRESSIONAL  NOTIFICATION.—Upon
identification of a project study for peer review
under this section, but prior to initiation of any
review, the Chief of Engineers shall notify the
Committee on Environment and Public Works of
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep-
resentatives of such review.

(d) DUTIES OF PANELS.—A panel of experts es-
tablished for a peer review for a project study
under this section shall, consistent with the
scope of the referral for review—

(1) conduct a peer review for the project study
submitted to the panel for review;

(2) assess the adequacy and acceptability of
the economic and environmental methods, mod-
els, and analyses used by the Chief of Engi-
neers;

(3) provide timely written and oral comments
to the Chief of Engineers throughout the devel-
opment of the project study, as requested; and

(4) submit to the Chief of Engineers a final re-
port containing the panel’s economic, engineer-
ing, and environmental analysis of the project
study, including the panel’s assessment of the
adequacy and acceptability of the economic and
environmental methods, models, and analyses
used by the Chief of Engineers, to accompany
the publication of the project study.

(e) DURATION OF PROJECT STUDY PEER RE-
VIEWS.—

(1) DEADLINE.—A panel of experts shall—

(A) complete its peer review under this section
for a project study and submit a report to the
Chief of Engineers under subsection (d)(4) with-
in 180 days after the date of establishment of the
panel, or, if the Chief of Engineers determines
that a longer period of time is mecessary, such
period of time established by the Chief of Engi-
neers, but in no event later than 90 days after
the date a draft project study is made available
for public review; and

(B) terminate on the date of submission of the
report.

(2) FAILURE TO MEET DEADLINE.—If a panel
does not complete its peer review of a project
study under this section and submit a report to
the Chief of Engineers under subsection (d)(4)
on or before the deadline established by para-
graph (1) for the project study, the Chief of En-
gineers shall continue the project study for the
project that is subject to peer review by the
panel without delay.

(f) RECOMMENDATIONS OF PANEL.—

(1) CONSIDERATION BY THE CHIEF OF ENGI-
NEERS.—After receiving a report on a project
study from a panel of experts under this section
and before entering a final record of decision for
the project, the Chief of Engineers shall con-
sider any recommendations contained in the re-
port and prepare a written response for any rec-
ommendations adopted or not adopted.

(2) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY AND TRANSMITTAL TO
CONGRESS.—After receiving a report on a project
study from a panel of experts under this section,
the Chief of Engineers shall—

(4) make a copy of the report and any written
response of the Chief of Engineers on rec-
ommendations contained in the report available
to the public; and

(B) transmit to Congress a copy of the report,
together with any such written response, on the
date of a final report of the Chief of Engineers
or other final decision document for a project
study that is subject to peer review by the panel.

(g) COSTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The costs of a panel of ex-
perts established for a peer review under this
section—

(A) shall be a Federal expense; and

(B) shall not exceed $500,000.

(2) WAIVER.—The Chief of Engineers may
waive the $500,000 limitation contained in para-
graph (1)(B) in cases that the Chief of Engineers
determines appropriate.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

(h) APPLICABILITY.—This section shall apply
to—

(1) project studies initiated during the 2-year
period preceding the date of enactment of this
Act and for which the array of alternatives to
be considered has not been identified; and

(2) project studies initiated during the period
beginning on such date of enactment and end-
ing 4 years after such date of enactment.

(i) REPORT.—Within 4 1/2 years of the date of
enactment of this section, the Chief of Engineers
shall submit a report to Congress on the imple-
mentation of this section.

(7)) NONAPPLICABILITY OF FACA.—The Federal
Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall
not apply to any peer review panel established
under this section.

(k) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to affect any authority of the
Chief of Engineers to cause or conduct a peer
review of a water resources project existing on
the date of enactment of this section.

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this section,
lowing definitions apply:

(1) PROJECT STUDY.—The term ‘‘project study’’
means a feasibility study or reevaluation study
for a project. The term also includes any other
study associated with a modification or update
of a project that includes an environmental im-
pact statement, including the environmental im-
pact statement.

(2) AFFECTED STATE.—The term ‘‘affected
State”’, as used with respect to a project, means
a State all or a portion of which is within the
drainage basin in which the project is or would
be located and would be economically or envi-
ronmentally affected as a consequence of the
project.

(3) ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATION.—The term ‘‘eligi-
ble organization’ means an organization that—

(A) is described in section 501(c)(3), and ex-
empt from Federal tax under section 501(a), of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986;

(B) is independent;

(C) is free from conflicts of interest;

(D) does mot carry out or advocate for or
against Federal water resources projects; and

(E) has experience in establishing and admin-
istering peer review panels.

SEC. 2031. TRAINING FUNDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may include
individuals not employed by the Department of
the Army in training classes and courses offered
by the Corps of Engineers in any case in which
the Secretary determines that it is in the best in-
terest of the Federal Government to include
those individuals as participants.

(b) EXPENSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—An individual not employed
by the Department of the Army attending a
training class or course described in subsection
(a) shall pay the full cost of the training pro-
vided to the individual.

(2) PAYMENTS.—Payments made by an indi-
vidual for training received under paragraph
(1), up to the actual cost of the training—

(4) may be retained by the Secretary;

(B) shall be credited to an appropriation or
account used for paying training costs; and

(C) shall be available for use by the Secretary,
without further appropriation, for training pur-
poses.

(3) EXCESS AMOUNTS.—Any payments received
under paragraph (2) that are in excess of the ac-
tual cost of training provided shall be credited
as miscellaneous receipts to the Treasury of the
United States.

SEC. 2032. ACCESS TO WATER RESOURCE DATA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry
out a program to provide public access to water
resource and related water quality data in the
custody of the Corps of Engineers.

(b) DATA.—Public access under subsection (a)
shall—

(1) include, at a minimum, access to data gen-
erated in water resources project development
and regulation under section 404 of the Federal
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Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344);
and

(2) appropriately employ geographic informa-
tion system technology and linkages to water re-
source models and analytical techniques.

(c) PARTNERSHIPS.—To the maximum extent
practicable, in carrying out activities under this
section, the Secretary shall develop partner-
ships, including cooperative agreements with
State, tribal, and local governments and other
Federal agencies.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section $5,000,000 for each fiscal year.
SEC. 2033. SHORE PROTECTION PROJECTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with the Act
of July 3, 1930 (33 U.S.C. 426), and notwith-
standing administrative actions, it is the policy
of the United States to promote beach nourish-
ment for the purposes of flood damage reduction
and hurricane and storm damage reduction and
related research that encourage the protection,
restoration, and enhancement of sandy beaches,
including beach restoration and periodic beach
renourishment for a period of 50 years, on a
comprehensive and coordinated basis by the
Federal Government, States, localities, and pri-
vate enterprises.

(b) PREFERENCE.—In carrying out the policy,
preference shall be given to—

(1) areas in which there has been a Federal
investment of funds for the purposes described
in subsection (a); and

(2) areas with respect to which the need for
prevention or mitigation of damage to shores
and beaches is attributable to Federal naviga-
tion projects or other Federal activities.

(c) APPLICABILITY.—The Secretary shall apply
the policy to each shore protection and beach
renourishment project (including shore protec-
tion and beach renourishment projects con-
structed before the date of enactment of this
Act).

SEC. 2034. ABILITY TO PAY.

(a) CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES.—Section
103(m)(2) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213(m)(2)) is amended by
striking ‘180 days after such date of enact-
ment’’ and inserting “‘August 31, 2005°°.

(b) PROJECTS.—The Secretary shall apply the
criteria and procedures referred to in section
103(m) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213(m)) to the following
projects:

(1) ST. JOHNS BAYOU AND NEW MADRID
FLOODWAY, MISSOURI.—The project for flood
control, St. Johns Bayou and New Madrid
Floodway, Missouri, authoriced by section
401(a) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (100 Stat. 4118).

(2) LOWER RIO GRANDE BASIN, TEXAS.—The
project for flood control, Lower Rio Grande
Basin, Texas, authorized by section 401(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (100
Stat. 4125).

(3) WEST VIRGINIA AND  PENNSYLVANIA
PROJECTS.—The projects for flood control au-
thoriced by section 581 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3790-3791).
SEC. 2035. AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION.

Section 206(e) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330) is amended by

striking ‘825,000,000 and inserting

‘$40,000,000".

SEC. 2036. SMALL FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION
PROJECTS.

Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948
(33 U.S.C. 701s) is amended by striking
350,000,000’ and inserting ‘“$60,000,000.

SEC. 2037. LEASING AUTHORITY.

Section 4 of the Act entitled ‘“‘An Act author-
izing the construction of certain public works on
rivers and harbors for flood control, and other
purposes’’, approved December 22, 1944 (16
U.S.C. 460d) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘federally-recognized Indian
tribes and’’ before ‘‘Federal’ the first place it
appears;
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(2) by inserting “‘Indian tribes or’’ after ‘‘con-
siderations, to such’; and

(3) by inserting ‘‘federally-recognized Indian
tribe”’ after “That in any such lease or license
toa’.

SEC. 2038. COST ESTIMATES.

The estimated Federal and non-Federal costs
of projects authorized to be carried out by the
Secretary before, on, or after the date of enact-
ment of this Act are for informational purposes
only and shall not be interpreted as affecting
the cost sharing responsibilities established by
law.

SEC. 2039. STUDIES AND REPORTS FOR WATER
RESOURCES PROJECTS.

(a) STUDIES.—

(1) COST-SHARING REQUIREMENTS.—Section
105(a) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2215(a)) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘“(3) DETAILED PROJECT REPORTS.—The ve-
quirements of this subsection that apply to a
feasibility study also shall apply to a study that
results in a detailed project report, except that—

“(A) the first $100,000 of the costs of a study
that results in a detailed project report shall be
a Federal expense; and

‘“(B) paragraph (1)(C)(ii) shall not apply to
such a study.”’.

(2) PLANNING AND ENGINEERING.—Section
105(b) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 2215(b)) is amended
by striking “‘authorized by this Act’.

(3) DEFINITIONS.—Section 105 of such Act (33
U.S.C. 2215) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘““(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol-
lowing definitions apply:

‘(1) DETAILED PROJECT REPORT.—The term
‘detailed project report’ means a report for a
project not specifically authoriced by Congress
in law or otherwise that determines the feasi-
bility of the project with a level of detail appro-
priate to the scope and complexity of the rec-
ommended solution and sufficient to proceed di-
rectly to the preparation of contract plans and
specifications. The term includes any associated
environmental impact statement and mitigation
plan. For a project for which the Federal cost
does not exceed $1,000,000, the term includes a
planning and design analysis document.

““(2) FEASIBILITY STUDY.—The term ‘feasibility
study’ means a study that results in a feasibility
report under section 905, and any associated en-
vironmental impact statement and mitigation
plan, prepared by the Corps of Engineers for a
water resources project. The term includes a
study that results in a project implementation
report prepared under title VI of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2680-
2694), a general reevaluation report, and a lim-
ited reevaluation report.”.

(b) REPORTS.—

(1) PREPARATION.—Section 905(a) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2282(a); 100 Stat. 4185) is amended—

(A) by striking “(a) In the case of any’’ and
inserting the following:

““(a) PREPARATION OF REPORTS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘the Secretary, the Secretary
shall’”’ and inserting ‘‘the Secretary that results
in recommendations concerning a project or the
operation of a project and that requires specific
authorization by Congress in law or otherwise,
the Secretary shall perform a reconnaissance
study and’’;

(C) by striking ‘““‘Such feasibility report’” and
inserting the following:

““(2) CONTENTS OF FEASIBILITY REPORTS.—A
feasibility report’’;

(D) by striking ‘‘The feasibility report” and
inserting ‘A feasibility report’’; and

(E) by striking the last sentence and inserting
the following:

‘““(3) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall
not apply to—

“(A) any study with respect to which a report
has been submitted to Congress before the date
of enactment of this Act;
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“(B) any study for a project, which project is
authorized for construction by this Act and is
not subject to section 903(b);

“(C) any study for a project which does not
require specific authorization by Congress in
law or otherwise; and

“(D) general studies not intended to lead to
recommendation of a specific water resources
project.

‘“(4) FEASIBILITY REPORT DEFINED.—In this
subsection, the term ‘feasibility report’ means
each feasibility report, and any associated envi-
ronmental impact statement and mitigation
plan, prepared by the Corps of Engineers for a
water resources project. The term includes a
project implementation report prepared under
title VI of the Water Resources Development Act
of 2000 (114 Stat. 2680-2694), a general reevalua-
tion report, and a limited reevaluation report.”’.

(2) PROJECTS NOT SPECICIALLY AUTHORIZED BY
CONGRESS.—Section 905 of such Act is further
amended—

(4) in subsection (b) by inserting ‘‘RECONNAIS-
SANCE STUDIES.—’’ before ‘‘Before initiating’’;

(B) by redesignating subsections (c), (d), and
(e) as subsections (d), (e), and (f), respectively;

(C) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

““(c) PROJECTS NOT SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZED
BY CONGRESS.—In the case of any water re-
sources project-related study authorized to be
undertaken by the Secretary without specific
authorization by Congress in law or otherwise,
the Secretary shall prepare a detailed project re-

port.”’;
(D) in subsection (d) (as so redesignated) by
inserting ‘‘INDIAN TRIBES.—’’ before ‘‘For pur-

poses of’; and

(E) in subsection (e) (as so redesignated) by
inserting ‘‘STANDARD AND UNIFORM PROCEDURES
AND PRACTICES.—’ before ‘‘The Secretary shall”

SEC. 2040. FISCAL TRANSPARENCY REPORT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—On the third Tuesday of
January of each year beginning January 2006,
the Chief of Engineers shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works of the
Senate and the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the House of Representa-
tives a report on the expenditures for the pre-
ceding fiscal year and estimated expenditures
for the current fiscal year and, for projects and
activities that are not scheduled for completion
in the current fiscal year, the estimated expend-
itures necessary in the following fiscal year for
each project or activity to maintain the same
level of effort being achieved in the current fis-
cal year.

(b) CONTENTS.—In addition to the information
described in subsection (a), the report shall con-
tain a detailed accounting of the following in-
formation:

(1) With respect to general construction, infor-
mation on—

(A) projects currently under construction, in-
cluding—

(i) allocations to date;

(ii) the number of years remaining to complete
construction;

(iii) the estimated annual Federal cost to
maintain that construction schedule; and

(iv) a list of projects the Corps of Engineers
expects to complete during the current fiscal
year; and

(B) projects for which there is a signed cost-
sharing agreement and completed planning, en-
gineering, and design, including—

(i) the number of years the project is expected
to require for completion; and

(ii) estimated annual Federal cost to maintain
that construction schedule.

(2) With respect to operation and maintenance
of the inland and intracoastal waterways under
section 206 of Public Law 95-502 (33 U.S.C.
1804)—

(A) the estimated annual cost to maintain
each waterway for the authorized reach and at
the authoriced depth; and
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(B) the estimated annual cost of operation
and maintenance of locks and dams to ensure
navigation without interruption.

(3) With respect to general investigations and
reconnaissance and feasibility studies—

(4) the number of active studies;

(B) the number of completed studies not yet
authorized for construction;

(C) the number of initiated studies; and

(D) the number of studies expected to be com-
pleted during the fiscal year.

(4) Funding received and estimates of funds to
be received for interagency and international
support activities under section 318(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1990 (33
U.S.C. 2323(a)).

(5) Recreation fees and lease payments.

(6) Hydropower and water storage fees.

(7) Deposits into the Inland Waterway Trust
Fund and the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.

(8) Other revenues and fees collected.

TITLE III—PROJECT-RELATED
PROVISIONS
SEC. 3001. KING COVE HARBOR, ALASKA.

The maximum amount of Federal funds that
may be expended for the project for navigation,
King Cove Harbor, Alaska, being carried out
under section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of
1960 (33 U.S.C. 577), shall be $8,000,000.

SEC. 3002. ST. PAUL HARBOR, ST. PAUL ISLAND,
ALASKA.

(a) SMALL BOAT HARBOR.—No elements of the
project for navigation, St. Paul Harbor, St. Paul
Island, Alaska, authorized by section 101(b)(3)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3667) and modified by section 303 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1999
(113 Stat. 298) and section 105 of the Energy and
Water Development Appropriations Act, 2003
(117 Stat. 139), shall be treated by the Secretary
as separable.

(b) LIMITATION ON NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The
non-Federal share for the project shall not ex-
ceed $14,400,000.

SEC. 3003. SITKA, ALASKA.

The Thompson Harbor, Sitka, Alaska, element
of the project for navigation Southeast Alaska
Harbors of Refuge, Alaska, authorized by sec-
tion 101 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4801), is modified to direct
the Secretary to take such action as may be nec-
essary to correct design deficiencies in such ele-
ment, at a Federal expense of $6,300,000.

SEC. 3004. TATITLEK, ALASKA.

The maximum amount of Federal funds that
may be expended for the project for navigation,
Tatitlek, Alaska, being carried out under section
107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33
U.S.C. 577), shall be $10,000,000.

SEC. 3005. GRAND PRAIRIE REGION AND BAYOU
METO BASIN, ARKANSAS.

The Secretary shall review the general re-
evaluation report for the Bayou Meto basin ele-
ment of the project for Grand Prairie Region
and Bayou Meto Basin, Arkansas, reauthorized
by section 363(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3730), and make a
determination of whether the element is feasible,
regardless of mission priorities.

SEC. 3006. OSCEOLA HARBOR, ARKANSAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Osceola Harbor, Arkansas, constructed under
section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960
(33 U.S.C. 577), is modified to allow non-Federal
interests to construct a mooring facility within
the existing authoriced harbor channel, subject
to all mecessary permits, certifications, and
other requirements.

(b) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC-
TION.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as affecting the responsibility of the Sec-
retary to maintain the general navigation fea-
tures of the project at a bottom width of 250 feet.
SEC. 3007. PINE MOUNTAIN DAM, ARKANSAS.

The Pine Mountain Dam feature of the
project for flood protection, Lee Creek, Arkansas
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and Oklahoma, authorized by section 204 of the
Flood Control Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1078), is
modified—

(1) to add environmental restoration as a
project purpose; and

(2) to direct the Secretary to finance the non-
Federal share of the cost of the project over a
30-year period in accordance with section 103(k)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(33 U.S.C. 2213(k)).

SEC. 3008. SAINT FRANCIS BASIN, ARKANSAS.

The project for flood control, Saint Francis
Basin, Missouri and Arkansas, authoriced by
section 204 of the Flood Control Act of 1950 (64
Stat. 172), is modified to authorize the Secretary
to construct improvements along Ditch No. 1
that consist of a gated culvert through the Saint
Francis Levee and related channel improve-
ments.

SEC. 3009. AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED, CALI-
FORNIA.

Section 128 of Public Law 108-137 (117 Stat.
1838) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“(c) DAM SAFETY MODIFICATIONS AT L.L. AN-
DERSON DAM.—In determining improvements for
dam safety that are mecessary at the L.L. An-
derson Dam, the Secretary shall consider the
without-project condition to be the dam as it ex-
isted on December 1, 2003.

‘“‘(d) CoOST ALLOCATION.—In allocating costs
for the project authorized in subsection (a), the
Secretary shall use the project cost allocations
for flood damage reduction and dam safety that
are contained in the American River Watershed,
California, long-term study final supplemental
plan formulation report dated February 2002.”°.
SEC. 3010. COMPTON CREEK, CALIFORNIA.

The project for flood control, Los Angeles
Drainage Area, California, authorized by sec-
tion 101(b) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4611), is modified to add
environmental restoration and recreation as
project purposes.

SEC. 3011. GRAYSON CREEK/MURDERER’S CREEK,
CALIFORNIA.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Grayson Creek/Muvrderer’s Creek, California,
being carried out under section 206 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
2330), is modified to direct the Secretary to cred-
it toward the non-Federal share of the cost of
the project the cost of work carried out by the
non-Federal interest before the date of the part-
nership agreement for the project if the Sec-
retary determines that the work is integral to
the project and to authorize the Secretary to
consider national ecosystem restoration benefits
in determining the Federal interest in the
project.

SEC. 3012. HAMILTON AIRFIELD, CALIFORNIA.

The project for environmental restoration,
Hamilton Airfield, California, authorized by sec-
tion 101(b)(3) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 279), is modified to
direct the Secretary to construct the project sub-
stantially in accordance with the report of the
Chief of Engineers dated July 19, 2004, at a total
cost of $205,226,000, with an estimated Federal
cost of $153,840,000 and an estimated non-Fed-
eral cost of $51,386,000.

SEC. 3013. JOHN F. BALDWIN SHIP CHANNEL AND
STOCKTON SHIP CHANNEL, CALI-
FORNIA.

The project for navigation, San Francisco to
Stockton, California, authorized by section 301
of the River and Harbor Act of 1965 (79 Stat.
1091) is modified—

(1) to provide that the non-Federal share of
the cost of the John F. Baldwin Ship Channel
and Stockton Ship Channel element of the
project may be provided in the form of in-kind
services and materials; and

(2) to direct the Secretary to credit toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of such element
the cost of planning and design work carried
out by the non-Federal interest before the date
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of an agreement for such planning and design if
the Secretary determines that such work is inte-
gral to such element.

SEC. 3014. KAWEAH RIVER, CALIFORNIA.

The project for flood control, Terminus Dam,
Kaweah River, California, authorized by section
101(b)(5) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3658), is modified to direct
the Secretary to credit toward the non-Federal
share of the cost of the project, or provide reim-
bursement not to exceed $800,000, for the costs of
any work carried out by the non-Federal inter-
est before, on, or after the date of the project
partnership agreement if the Secretary deter-
mines that the work is integral to the project.
SEC. 3015. LARKSPUR FERRY CHANNEL, LARK-

SPUR, CALIFORNIA.

The project for mnavigation, Larkspur Ferry
Channel, Larkspur, California, authorized by
section 601(d) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4148), is modified to
direct the Secretary to determine whether main-
tenance of the project is feasible, and if the Sec-
retary determines that maintenance of the
project is feasible, to carry out such mainte-
nance.

SEC. 3016. LLAGAS CREEK, CALIFORNIA.

The project for flood damage reduction,
Llagas Creek, California, authorized by section
501(a) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1999 (113 Stat. 333), is modified to authorize
the Secretary to carry out the project at a total
cost of $105,000,000.

SEC. 3017. LOS ANGELES HARBOR, CALIFORNIA.

The project for navigation, Los Angeles Har-
bor, California, authoriced by section 101(b)(5)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000
(114 Stat. 2577), is modified to authorize the Sec-
retary to carry out the project at a total cost of
$222,000,000.

SEC. 3018. MAGPIE CREEK, CALIFORNIA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for Magpie
Creek, California, authoriced under section 205
of the Flood Control Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s),
is modified to direct the Secretary to apply the
cost-sharing requirements of section 103(b) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4085) for the portion of the project
consisting of land acquisition to preserve and
enhance existing floodwater storage.

(b) CREDIT.—The Secretary shall credit to-
ward the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project the cost of planning and design work
carried out by the non-Federal interest before
the date of the partnership agreement for the
project if the Secretary determines that the work
is integral to the project.

SEC. 3019. PACIFIC FLYWAY CENTER, SAC-
RAMENTO, CALIFORNIA.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Pacific Flyway Center, Sacramento, California,
being carried out under section 206 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
2330), is modified to authorize the Secretary to
expend $2,000,000 to enhance public access to
the project.

SEC. 3020. PINOLE CREEK, CALIFORNIA.

The project for improvement of the quality of
the environment, Pinole Creek Phase I, Cali-
fornia, being carried out under section 1135 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(33 U.S.C. 2309a), is modified to direct the Sec-
retary to credit toward the non-Federal share of
the cost of the project the cost of work carried
out by the mon-Federal interest before the date
of the partnership agreement for the project if
the Secretary determines that the work is inte-
gral to the project.

SEC. 3021. PRADO DAM, CALIFORNIA.

Upon completion of the modifications to the
Prado Dam element of the project for flood con-
trol, Santa Ana River Mainstem, California, au-
thorized by section 401(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4113),
the Memorandum of Agreement for the Oper-
ation for Prado Dam for Seasonal Additional
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Water Conservation between the Department of
the Army and the Orange County Water District
(including all the conditions and stipulations in
the memorandum) shall remain in effect for vol-
umes of water made available prior to such
modifications.

SEC. 3022. SACRAMENTO AND AMERICAN RIVERS

FLOOD CONTROL, CALIFORNIA.

(a) DETERMINATION OF FEDERAL COSTS PAID
BY NON-FEDERAL INTEREST.—

(1) FEDERAL COSTS PAID BY NON-FEDERAL IN-
TEREST.—The Secretary shall determine the
amount paid by the Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency towards the Federal share of
the cost of the project for the Natomas levee fea-
tures authorized by section 9159(b) of the De-
partment of Defense Appropriations Act, 1993
(106 Stat. 1944) of the project for flood control
and recreation, Sacramento and American Riv-
ers, California.

(2) REIMBURSEMENTS TO NON-FEDERAL INTER-
EST.—The Secretary shall determine the amount
of reimbursements paid to the Sacramento Flood
Control Agency for payment of the Federal
share of the cost of the project referred to in
paragraph (1).

(3) DETERMINATION OF FEDERAL SHARE.—In
carrying out paragraph (1), the Secretary shall
include in the total cost of the project all costs
of the following activities that the Secretary de-
termines to be integral to the project:

(4) Planning, engineering, and construction.

(B) Acquisition of project lands, easements,
and rights-of-way.

(C) Performance of relocations.

(D) Environmental mitigation for all project
elements.

(b) CREDIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall credit to-
ward the non-Federal share of the cost of any
flood damage reduction project, authorized be-
fore the date of enactment of this Act, for which
the non-Federal interest is the Sacramento Area
Flood Control Agency an amount equal to the
total amount determined under subsection (a)(1)
reduced by the amount determined under sub-
section (a)(2).

(2) ALLOCATION OF CREDIT.—The Secretary
shall allocate the amount to be credited under
paragraph (1) toward the non-Federal share of
such projects as are requested by the Sac-
ramento Area Flood Control Agency.

SEC. 3023. SACRAMENTO DEEP WATER SHIP
CHANNEL, CALIFORNIA.

The project for navigation, Sacramento Deep
Water Ship Channel, California, authorized by
section 202(a) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4092), is modified to
direct the Secretary to credit toward the nmon-
Federal share of the cost of the project the cost
of planning and design work carried out by the
non-Federal interest before the date of the part-
nership agreement for the project if the Sec-
retary determines that the work is integral to
the project.

SEC. 3024. SACRAMENTO RIVER, GLENN-COLUSA,
CALIFORNIA.

The project for flood control, Sacramento
River, California, authorized by section 2 of the
Act entitled ““An Act to provide for the control
of the floods of the Mississippi River and of the
Sacramento River, California, and for other
purposes’’, approved March 1, 1917 (39 Stat.
949), and modified by section 102 of the Energy
and Water Development Appropriations Act,
1990 (103 Stat. 649), section 301(b)(3) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996 (110
Stat. 3110), title I of the Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Act, 1999 (112 Stat.
1841), and section 305 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 299), is fur-
ther modified to direct the Secretary to credit
the non-Federal interest up to $4,000,000 toward
the non-Federal share of the cost of the project
for costs incurred by the non-Federal interest in
carrying out activities (including the provision
of lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations,
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and dredged material disposal areas) associated
with environmental compliance for the project if
the Secretary determines that the activities are
integral to the project.

SEC. 3025. SANTA CRUZ HARBOR, CALIFORNIA.

The project of navigation, Santa Cruz Harbor,
California, authorized by section 101 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 300) and
modified by section 809 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4168) and sec-
tion 526 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 346), is modified to direct
the Secretary—

(1) to renegotiate the memorandum of agree-
ment with the non-Federal interest to increase
the annual payment to reflect the updated cost
of operation and maintenance that is the Fed-
eral and non-Federal share as provided by law
based on the project purpose; and

(2) to revise the memorandum of agreement to
include terms that revise such payments for in-
flation.

SEC. 3026. SEVEN OAKS DAM, CALIFORNIA.

The project for flood control, Santa Ana
Mainstem, authorized by section 401(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (100
Stat. 4113) and modified by section 104 of the
Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 1988 (101 Stat. 1329-11), section 102(e) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1990 (104
Stat. 4611), and section 311 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3713),
is further modified to direct the Secretary to
conduct a study for the reallocation of water
storage at the Seven Oaks Dam, California, for
water conservation.

SEC. 3027. UPPER GUADALUPE
FORNIA.

The project for flood damage reduction and
recreation, Upper Guadalupe River, California,
described as the Bypass Channel Plan of the
Chief of Engineers dated August 19, 1998, au-
thorized by section 101(a)(9) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 275),
is modified to authorize the Secretary to con-
struct the project, at a total cost of $212,100,000,
with an estimated Federal cost of $106,050,000,
and an estimated non-Federal cost of
$106,050,000. The non-Federal share of the cost
of the project shall be subject to section 103(a)(3)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(33 U.S.C. 2213(a)(3)).

SEC. 3028. WALNUT CREEK CHANNEL, CALI-
FORNIA.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Walnut Creek Channel, California, being car-
ried out under section 206 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
2330), is modified to direct the Secretary to cred-
it toward the non-Federal share of the cost of
the project the cost of work carried out by the
non-Federal interest before the date of the part-
nership agreement for the project if the Sec-
retary determines that the work is integral to
the project and to authorize the Secretary to
consider national ecosystem restoration benefits
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in determining the Federal interest in the
project.
SEC. 3029. WILDCAT/SAN PABLO CREEK PHASE I,

CALIFORNIA.

The project for improvement of the quality of
the environment, Wildcat/San Pablo Creek
Phase I, California, being carried out under sec-
tion 1135 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2309a), is modified to di-
rect the Secretary to credit toward the non-Fed-
eral share of the cost of the project the cost of
work carried out by the non-Federal interest be-
fore the date of the partnership agreement for
the project if the Secretary determines that the
work is integral to the project.

SEC. 3030. WILDCAT/SAN PABLO CREEK PHASE II,
CALIFORNIA.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Wildcat/San Pablo Creek Phase II, California,
being carried out under section 206 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
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2330), is modified to direct the Secretary to cred-
it toward the non-Federal share of the cost of
the project the cost of work carried out by the
non-Federal interest before the date of the part-
nership agreement for the project if the Sec-
retary determines that the work is integral to
the project and to authorize the Secretary to
consider national ecosystem restoration benefits

in determining the Federal interest in the
project.
SEC. 3031. YUBA RIVER BASIN PROJECT, CALI-

FORNIA.

The project for flood damage reduction, Yuba
River Basin, California, authorized by section
101(a)(10) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 275), is modified—

(1) to authorice the Secretary to construct the
project at a total cost of $107,700,000, with an es-
timated Federal cost of $70,000,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $37,700,000; and

(2) to direct the Secretary to credit toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project the
cost of work carried out by the non-Federal in-
terest before the date of the partnership agree-
ment for the project if the Secretary determines
that the work is integral to the project.

SEC. 3032. INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, DELAWARE
RIVER TO CHESAPEAKE BAY, DELA-
WARE AND MARYLAND.

The project for navigation, Intracoastal Wa-
terway, Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay,
Delaware and Maryland, authorized by the first
section of the Rivers and Harbors Act of August
30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1030), and section 101 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 1249), is
modified to add recreation as a project purpose.
SEC. 3033. BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA.

(a) SHORELINE.—The project for shoreline pro-
tection, Brevard County, Florida, authorized by
section 101(b)(7) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3667), is modified—

(1) to direct the Secretary to establish the
reach of the project as the reach between the
Florida department of environmental protection
monuments 75.4 to 118.3, a distance of 7.6 miles;
and

(2) to direct the Secretary to expedite the gen-
eral reevaluation report required by section 418
of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000
(114 Stat. 2637).

(b) CREDIT.—Section 310 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 301)
is amended by adding at the end the following:

““(d) CREDIT.—After completion of the study,
the Secretary shall credit toward the non-Fed-
eral share of the cost of the project the cost of
nourishment and renourishment associated with
the shore protection project incurred by the
non-Federal interest to respond to damages to
Brevard County beaches that are the result of a
Federal navigation project, as determined in the
final report for the study.”’.

SEC. 3034. BROWARD COUNTY AND HILLSBORO
INLET, FLORIDA.

The project for shore protection, Broward
County and Hillsboro Inlet, Florida, authorized
by section 301 of the River and Harbor Act of
1965 (79 Stat. 1090), and modified by section 311
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1999
(113 Stat. 301), is further modified to direct the
Secretary to credit toward the non-Federal
share of the cost of the project the cost of miti-
gation construction and derelict erosion control
structure removal carried out by the non-Fed-
eral interest before the date of the partnership
agreement for the project if the Secretary deter-
mines that the work is integral to the project.
SEC. 3035. CANAVERAL HARBOR, FLORIDA.

In carrying out the project for navigation, Ca-
naveral Harbor, Florida, authorized by section
101 of the River and Harbor Act of 1962 (76 Stat.
1174), the Secretary shall construct a sediment
trap.

SEC. 3036. GASPARILLA AND ESTERO ISLANDS,
FLORIDA.

The project for shore protection, Gasparilla

and Estero Island segments, Lee County, Flor-
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ida, authoriced under section 201 of the Flood
Control Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1073) by Senate
Resolution dated December 17, 1970, and by
House Resolution dated December 15, 1970, and
modified by section 309 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2602), is fur-
ther modified to direct the Secretary to credit to-
ward the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project the cost of work carried out by the non-
Federal interest before the date of the partner-
ship agreement for the project if the Secretary
determines that the work is integral to the
project.

SEC. 3037. JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FLORIDA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Jacksonville Harbor, Florida, authorized by sec-
tion 101(a)(17) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 276), is modified to
authorice the Secretary to extend the navigation
features in accordance with the Report of the
Chief of Engineers, dated July 22, 2003, at a
total cost of $14,658,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $9,636,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $5,022,000.

(b) GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORTS.—The
non-Federal share of the cost of the general re-
evaluation report that resulted in the report of
the Chief of Engineers for the project and the
non-Federal share of the cost of the general re-
evaluation report for Jacksonville Harbor, Flor-
ida, being conducted on June 1, 2005, shall each
be the same percentage as the non-Federal share
of the cost of construction of the project.

(c) AGREEMENT.—The Secretary shall enter
into new partnership agreements with the non-
Federal interest to reflect the cost sharing re-
quired by subsection (b).

SEC. 3038. LIDO KEY BEACH, SARASOTA, FLORIDA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for shore protec-
tion, Lido Key Beach, Sarasota, Florida, au-
thorized by section 101 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1819), deauthorized under
section 1001(b) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. §79a(b)), and reau-
thorized by section 364(2)(A) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 313),
is modified to direct the Secretary to construct
the project substantially in accordance with the
report of the Chief of Engineers dated December
22, 2004, at a total cost of $14,809,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $9,088,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $5,721,000, and at an
estimated total cost of $58,635,000 for periodic
nourishment over the 50-year life of the project.

(b) CONSTRUCTION OF SHORELINE PROTECTION
PROJECTS BY NON-FEDERAL INTERESTS.—The
Secretary shall enter into a partnership agree-
ment with the non-Federal sponsor in accord-
ance with section 206 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C. 426i-1) for
the modified project.

SEC. 3039. MIAMI HARBOR, FLORIDA.

The project for navigation, Miami Harbor
Channel, Florida, authorizced by section
101(a)(9) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4606) and modified by sec-
tion 315 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 302), is further modified—

(1) to include as a project purpose environ-
mental mitigation required before July 18, 2003,
by a Federal, State, or local environmental
agency for unauthorized or unanticipated envi-
ronmental impacts within, or in the vicinity of,
the authorized project; and

(2) to direct the Secretary to reimburse the
non-Federal interest for costs it has incurred in
construction of the project in accordance with
section 204 of the Water Resources Development
Act 0of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2232).

SEC. 3040. PEANUT ISLAND, FLORIDA.

The maximum amount of Federal funds that
may be expended for the project for improvement
of the quality of the environment, Peanut Is-
land, Palm Beach County, Florida, being car-
ried out under section 1135 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2309a,) shall be $9,750,000.
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SEC. 3041. TAMPA HARBOR-BIG BEND CHANNEL,
FLORIDA.

The project for navigation, Tampa Harbor-Big
Bend Channel, Florida, authorized by section
101(a)(18) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 276) is modified to direct
the Secretary to credit toward the non-Federal
share of the cost of the project the cost of plan-
ning, design, and construction work carried out
by the non-Federal interest before the date of
the partnership agreement for the project if the
Secretary determines that the work is integral to
the project.

SEC. 3042. TAMPA HARBOR CUT B, FLORIDA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Tampa Harbor, Florida, authorized by section
101 of the River and Harbor Act of 1970 (84 Stat.
1818), is modified to authorize the Secretary to
construct passing lanes in an area approri-
mately 3.5 miles long and centered on Tampa
Harbor Cut B if the Secretary determines that
such improvements are necessary for navigation
safety.

(b) GENERAL REEVAULATION REPORT.—The
non-Federal share of the cost of the general re-
evaluation report for Tampa Harbor, Florida,
being conducted on June 1, 2005, shall be the
same percentage as the non-Federal share of the
cost of construction of the project.

(c) AGREEMENT.—The Secretary shall enter
into a new partnership agreement with the non-
Federal interest to reflect the cost sharing re-
quired by subsection (b).

SEC. 3043. ALLATOONA LAKE, GEORGIA.

(a) LAND EXCHANGE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may exchange
lands above 863 feet in elevation at Allatoona
Lake, Georgia, identified in the Real Estate De-
sign Memorandum prepared by the Mobile dis-
trict engineer, April 5, 1996, and approved Octo-
ber 8, 1996, for lands on the mnorth side of
Allatoona Lake that are needed for wildlife
management and for protection of the water
quality and overall environment of Allatoona
Lake.

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The basis for all
land exchanges under this subsection shall be a
fair market appraisal so that lands exchanged
are of equal value.

(b) DISPOSAL AND ACQUISITION OF LANDS,
ALLATOONA LAKE, GEORGIA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may also sell
lands above 863 feet in elevation at Allatoona
Lake, Georgia, identified in the memorandum
referred to in subsection (a)(1) and may use the
proceeds to pay costs associated with the pur-
chase of lands needed for wildlife management
and for protection of the water quality and
overall environment of Allatoona Lake.

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Land sales and
purchases to be conducted under this subsection
shall be subject to the following terms and con-
ditions:

(A) Lands acquired wunder this subsection
shall be by negotiated purchase from willing
sellers only.

(B) The basis for all transactions under the
program shall be a fair market appraisal accept-
able to the Secretary.

(C) The purchasers shall share in the associ-
ated environmental and real estate costs, to in-
clude surveys and associated fees in accordance
with the memorandum referred to in subsection
(a)).

(D) Any other conditions that the Secretary
may impose.

(c) REPEAL.—Section 325 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4849)
is repealed.

SEC. 3044. LATHAM RIVER, GLYNN COUNTY, GEOR-
GIA.

The maximum amount of Federal funds that
may be expended for the project for improvement
of the quality of the environment, Latham
River, Glynn County, Georgia, being carried out
under section 1135 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2309a) shall be
36,175,000.
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SEC. 3045. DWORSHAK DAM AND RESERVOIR IM-
PROVEMENTS, IDAHO.

The Secretary may carry out improvements to
recreational facilities at the Dworshak Dam and
Reservoir, North Fork, Clearwater River, Idaho,
authoriced by section 203 of the Flood Control
Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 1193), to accommodate lower
pool levels.

SEC. 3046. BEARDSTOWN COMMUNITY BOAT HAR-
BOR, BEARDSTOWN, ILLINOIS.

(a) PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT.—The project for
navigation, Muscooten Bay, Illinois River,
Beardstown Community Boat Harbor,
Beardstown, Illinois, constructed under section
107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33
U.S.C. 577), is modified to direct the Secretary to
enter into a partnership agreement with the city
of Beardstown to replace the August 18, 1983,
local cooperation agreement with the
Beardstown Community Park District. The part-
nership agreement shall include the same rights
and responsibilities as the agreement, changing
only the identity of the non-Federal sponsor.

(b) MAINTENANCE.—Following execution of the
partnership agreement referred to in subsection
(a), the Secretary may carry out maintenance of
the project referred to in subsection (a) on an
annual basis.

SEC. 3047. CACHE RIVER LEVEE, ILLINOIS.

The Cache River Levee portion of the project
for flood control, Cache River, Illinois, author-
ized by the Act of June 28, 1938 (52 Stat. 1215),
is modified to add environmental restoration as
a project purpose.

SEC. 3048. CHICAGO RIVER, ILLINOIS.

The navigation channel for the North Branch
Canal portion of the Chicago River, authorized
by the first section of the Rivers and Harbors
Appropriations Act of March 3, 1899 (30 Stat.
1129), extending from 100 feet downstream of the
Hualsted Street Bridge to 100 feet upstream of the
Division Street Bridge is modified to be no wider
than 66 feet.

SEC. 3049. CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL,
ILLINOIS.

(a) EXISTING BARRIER.—The Secretary shall
upgrade and make permanent, at Federal ex-
pense, the existing Chicago Sanitary and Ship
Canal Dispersal Barrier Chicago, Illinois, con-
structed as a demonstration project under sec-
tion 1202(i)(3) of the Nonindigenous Aquatic
Nuisance Prevention and Control Act of 1990 (16
U.S.C. 4722(i)(3)).

(b) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—The bar-
rier referred to in subsection (a) and the barrier
in the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal being
constructed under section 1135 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2309a) shall be operated and maintained, at
Federal expense, as a system in a manner to op-
timize effectiveness. Operation and maintenance
includes investigating and eliminating potential
pathways that may allow aquatic species in the
Des Plaines River and Illinois and Michigan
Canal to bypass the barriers in the Chicago
Sanitary and Ship Canal.

(c) FEASIBILITY STUDY.—The Secretary, in
consultation with appropriate Federal, State,
local, and nongovernmental entities, shall con-
duct a feasibility study, at Federal expense, of
the range of options and technologies available
to prevent the spread of aquatic species between
the Great Lakes and Mississippi River Basins
through the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal
and other pathways.

SEC. 3050. EMIQUON, ILLINOIS.

(a) MAXIMUM  AMOUNT.—The maximum
amount of Federal funds that may be expended
for the project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Emiquon, Illinois, being carried out under sec-
tion 206 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330), shall be $7,500,000.

(b) LIMITATION.—Nothing in this section shall
affect the eligibility of the project for emergency
repair assistance under section 5(a) of the Act
entitled ‘““‘An Act authorizing the construction of
certain public works on rivers and harbors for
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flood control, and for other purposes’, approved
August 18, 1941 (33 U.S.C. 701n).
SEC. 3051. LASALLE, ILLINOIS.

In carrying out section 312 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4639—
4640), the Secretary shall give priority to work
in the vicinity of LaSalle, Illinois, on the Illinois
and Michigan Canal.

SEC. 3052. SPUNKY BOTTOMS, ILLINOIS.

(a) PROJECT PURPOSE.—The project for flood
control, Spunky Bottoms, Illinois, authorized by
section 5§ of the Flood Control Act of June 26,
1936 (35 Stat. 1584), is modified to add environ-
mental restoration as a project purpose.

(b) MAXIMUM  AMOUNT.—The  maximum
amount of Federal funds that may be expended
for the project for improvement of the quality of
the environment, Spunky Bottoms, Illinois,
being carried out under section 1135 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2309a), shall be $7,500,000.

(c) LIMITATION.—Nothing in this section shall
affect the eligibility of the project for emergency
repair assistance under section 5(a) of the Act
entitled ‘“‘An Act authorizing the construction of
certain public works on rivers and harbors for
flood control, and for other purposes’, approved
August 18, 1941 (33 U.S.C. 70In).

SEC. 3053. FORT WAYNE AND VICINITY, INDIANA.

The project for flood control Fort Wayne, St.
Mary’s and Maumee Rivers, Indiana, author-
iced by section 101(a)(11) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4604), is
modified—

(1) to direct the Secretary to provide a 100-
year level of flood protection at the Berry-
Thieme, Park-Thompson, Woodhurst, and Till-
man Ssites along the St. Mary’s River, Fort
Wayne and vicinity, Indiana, at a total cost of
$5,300,000; and

(2) to allow the non-Federal interest to par-
ticipate in the financing of the project in ac-
cordance with section 903(c) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4184)
to the extent that the Secretary’s evaluation in-
dicates that applying such section is necessary
to implement the project.

SEC. 3054. KOONTZ LAKE, INDIANA.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Koontz Lake, Indiana, being carried out under
section 206 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330) and modified by sec-
tion 520 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2655), is further modified
to direct the Secretary to seek to reduce the cost
of the project by using innovative technologies
and cost reduction measures determined from a
review of non-Federal lake dredging projects in
the vicinity of Koontz Lake.

SEC. 3055. LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, INDIANA.

The project for flood control, Little Calumet
River, Indiana, authorized by section 401(a) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4115), is modified to authorize the Sec-
retary to carry out the project in accordance
with the postauthorication change report dated
August 2000, at a total cost of $198,000,000, with
an estimated Federal cost of $148,500,000 and an
estimated non-Federal cost of $49,500,000.

SEC. 3056. WHITE RIVER, INDIANA.

The project for flood control, Indianapolis on
West Fork of White River, Indiana, authorized
by section 5 of the Act entitled ‘“‘An Act author-
izing the construction of certain public works on
rivers and harbors for flood control, and for
other purposes’, approved June 22, 1936 (49
Stat. 1586), and modified by section 323 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996 (110
Stat. 3716) and section 322 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 303—
304), is further modified—

(1) to authorize the Secretary to undertake the
riverfront alterations described in the Central
Indianapolis Waterfront Concept Plan, dated
February 1994, for the Fall Creek Reach feature
at a total cost of $28,545,000; and
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(2) to direct the Secretary to credit toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project the
cost of planning, design, and construction work
carried out by the non-Federal interest before
the date of the partnership agreement for the
project if the Secretary determines that the work
is integral to the project.

SEC. 3057. DES MOINES RIVER AND GREENBELT,
IOWA.

The project for the Des Moines Recreational
River and Greenbelt, Iowa, authorized by Public
Law 99-88 and modified by section 604 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (100
Stat. 4153), is modified to include enhanced pub-
lic access and recreational enhancements, at a
Federal cost of $3,000,000.

SEC. 3058. PRESTONSBURG, KENTUCKY.

The Prestonsburg, Kentucky, element of the
project for flood control, Levisa and Tug Fork
of the Big Sandy and Cumberland Rivers, West
Virginia, Virginia, and Kentucky, authorized by
section 202(a) of the Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropriations Act, 1981 (94 Stat. 1339), is
modified to direct the Secretary to take measures
to provide a 100-year level of flood protection for
the city of Prestonsburg.

SEC. 3059. AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, LOU-
ISIANA, EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH
WATERSHED.

The project for flood damage reduction and
recreation, Amite River and Tributaries, Lou-
isiana, East Baton Rouge Parish Watershed,
authorized by section 101(a)(21) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat.
277) and modified by section 116 of division D of
Public Law 108-7 (117 Stat. 140), is further modi-
fied—

(1) to direct the Secretary to carry out the
project with the cost sharing for the project de-
termined in accordance with section 103(a) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(33 U.S.C. 2213(a)), as in effect on October 11,
1996;

(2) to authorize the Secretary to construct the
project at a total cost of $178,000,000; and

(3) to direct the Secretary to credit toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project the
cost of work carried out by the non-Federal in-
terest before the date of the partnership agree-
ment for the project if the Secretary determines
that the work is integral to the project.

SEC. 3060. ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LOUISIANA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 315(a)(1) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (114
Stat. 2603-2604) is amended to read as follows:

‘(1) is authorized to study, design, construct,
operate, and maintain, at Federal expense, a
Type A Regional Visitor Center in the vicinity
of Morgan City, Louisiana, in consultation with
the State of Louisiana, to provide information
to the public on the Atchafalaya River system
and other associated waterways that have influ-
enced surrounding communities, and mnational
and local water resources development of the
Army Corps of Engineers in South Central Lou-
isiana; and’’.

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section 315(b) of
such Act is amended by striking ‘‘(a)”’ and in-
serting ““(a)(2)’’.

(c) DONATIONS.—Section 315 of such Act is
amended by adding at the end the following:

““(c) DONATIONS.—In carrying out subsection
(a)(1), the Mississippi River Commission is au-
thorized to accept the donation of cash, funds,
lands, materials, and services from non-Federal
governmental entities and nonprofit corpora-
tions.”.

SEC. 3061. BAYOU PLAQUEMINE, LOUISIANA.

The project for the improvement of the quality
of the enviromment, Bayou Plaquemine, Lou-
isiana, being carried out under section 1135 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(33 U.S.C. 2309(a)), is modified to direct the Sec-
retary to credit toward the non-Federal share of
the cost of the project the cost of work carried
out by the non-Federal interest before the date
of the partnership agreement for the project if
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the Secretary determines that the work is inte-

gral to the project.

SEC. 3062. ATCHAFALAYA BASIN FLOODWAY SYS-
TEM, LOUISIANA.

The public access feature of the Atchafalaya
Basin Floodway System project, Louisiana, au-
thorized by section 601(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act 1986 (100 Stat. 4142), is
modified to authorize the Secretary to acquire
from willing sellers the fee interest, exclusive of
oil, gas, and minerals, of an additional 20,000
acres of land within the Lower Atchafalaya
Basin Floodway for the public access feature of
the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System, to en-
hance fish and wildlife resources, at a total cost
of $4,000,000.

SEC. 3063. J. BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY,
MISSISSIPPI RIVER TO SHREVEPORT,
LOUISIANA.

The project for mitigation of fish and wildlife
losses, J. Bennett Johnston Waterway, Mis-
sissippi River to Shreveport, Louisiana, author-
ized by section 601(a) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4142) and
modified by section 4(h) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4016), section
102(p) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1990 (104 Stat. 4613), section 301(b)(7) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996 (110
Stat. 3710), and section 316 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2572),
is further modified—

(1) to authorize the purchase and reforesting
lands that have been cleared or converted to ag-
ricultural uses; and

(2) to incorporate current wildlife and forestry
management practices for the purpose of im-
proving species diversity on mitigation lands
that meet Federal and State of Louisiana habi-
tat goals and objectives.

SEC. 3064. MISSISSIPPI DELTA
ISTIANA.

The Mississippi Delta Region project, Lou-
isiana, authorized as part of the project for hur-
ricane-flood protection on Lake Pontchartrain,
Louisiana, by section 204 of the Flood Control
Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 1077) and modified by sec-
tion 365 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3739), is further modified
to direct the Secretary to credit toward the non-
Federal share of the cost of the project the costs
of relocating oyster beds in the Davis Pond
project area if the Secretary determines that the
work is integral to the Mississippi Delta Region
project.

SEC. 3065. NEW ORLEANS TO VENICE, LOUISIANA.

The New Orleans to Venice, Louisiana,
project for hurricane protection, authorized by
section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1962 (76
Stat. 1184), is modified to authorize the Sec-
retary to carry out the work on the St. Jude to
City Price, Upper Reach A back levee. The Fed-
eral share of the cost of such work shall be 70
percent.

SEC. 3066. WEST BANK OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER
(EAST OF HARVEY CANAL), LOU-
ISIANA.

Section 328 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 304-305) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking ‘‘operation and maintenance’
and inserting ‘‘operation, maintenance, reha-
bilitation, repair, and replacement’’; and

(B) by striking “‘Algiers Channel’’ and insert-
ing ‘““‘Algiers Canal Levees’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(c) CoST SHARING.—The non-Federal share
of the cost of the project shall be 35 percent.”’.
SEC. 3067. CAMP ELLIS, SACO, MAINE.

The maximum amount of Federal funds that
may be expended for the project being carried
out under section 111 of the River and Harbor
Act of 1968 (33 U.S.C. 426i) for the mitigation of
shore damages attributable to the project for
navigation, Camp Ellis, Saco, Maine, shall be
$25,000,000.

SEC. 3068. UNION RIVER, MAINE.

The project for navigation, Union River,

Maine, authorized by the first section of the Act
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entitled ‘““An Act making appropriations for the
construction, repair, and preservation of certain
public works on rivers and harbors, and for
other purposes’’, approved June 3, 1896 (29 Stat.
215), is modified by redesignating as an anchor-
age area that portion of the project consisting of
a 6-foot turning basin and lying northerly of a
line commencing at a point N315,975.13,
E1,004,424.86, thence running north 61 degrees
27 minutes 20.71 seconds west about 132.34 feet
to a point N316,038.37, E1,004,308.61.

SEC. 3069. GWYNNS FALLS WATERSHED, BALTI-

MORE, MARYLAND.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry
out the project for ecosystem restoration,
Gwynns Falls, Maryland, in accordance with
the Baltimore Metropolitan Water Resources
Gwynns Falls Watershed Study-Draft Feasi-
bility Report and Integrated Environmental As-
sessment prepared by the Corps of Engineers
and the city of Baltimore, Maryland, dated
April 2004.

(b) SPECIAL RULE FOR GWYNNS FALLS, MARY-
LAND.—The report on the project for environ-
mental restoration at Gwynns Falls, Maryland,
shall be treated as being consistent and in com-
pliance with the consent decree entered into be-
tween the United States and the Mayor and
City Council of Baltimore, Maryland, filed with
the United States District Court for the District
of Maryland on April 26, 2002.

(¢) REPEAL.—Section 123 of Public Law 108-
137 (117 Stat. 1837) is repealed.

SEC. 3070. BOSTON HARBOR, MASSACHUSETTS.

The project for mavigation, Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts, authorized by section 101(a)(13)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1990
(104 Stat. 4607), is modified to provide that no
funds may be expended for the dredging of Chel-
sea Creek wuntil the city of Boston and the
United States Coast Guard complete the replace-
ment of the Chelsea Street Bridge, as identified
in the limited reevaluation report for the project
dated June 1996.

SEC. 3071. DETROIT RIVER SHORELINE, DETROIT,
MICHIGAN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for emergency
streambank and shoreline protection, Detroit
River Shoreline, Detroit, Michigan, being car-
ried out under section 14 of the Flood Control
Act of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 701r), is modified to in-
clude measures to enhance public access.

(b) MAXIMUM FEDERAL EXPENDITURE.—The
maximum amount of Federal funds that may be
expended for the project shall be $3,000,000.

SEC. 3072. ST. JOSEPH HARBOR, MICHIGAN.

The Secretary shall expedite development of
the dredged material management plan for the
project for navigation St. Joseph Harbor, Michi-
gan, authorized by section 101 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 299).

SEC. 3073. SAULT SAINTE MARIE, MICHIGAN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The text of section 1149 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4254) is amended to read as follows:

“The Secretary shall construct at Federal ex-
pense a second lock, of the same dimensions as
the existing Poe Lock, adjacent to the existing
lock at Sault Sainte Marie, Michigan, generally
in accordance with the report of the Board of
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, dated May
19, 1986, and the limited reevaluation report
dated February 2004 at a total cost of
3341,714,000.”.

(b) CONFORMING REPEALS.—The following
Provisoins are repealed:

(1) Section 107(a)(8) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4620).

(2) Section 330 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3717-3718).

(3) Section 330 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 305).

SEC. 3074. ADA, MINNESOTA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for flood dam-
age reduction, Wild Rice River, Ada, Minnesota,
being carried out under section 205 of the Flood
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Control Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s), is modified
to authorice the Secretary to consider national
ecosystem restoration benefits in determining
the Federal interest in the project.

(b) EVALUATION OF BENEFITS AND COSTS.—In
evaluating the economic benefits and costs for
the project, the Secretary shall not consider the
emergency levee adjacent to Judicial Ditch No.
51 in the determination of conditions existing
prior to construction of the project.

(c) SPECIAL RULE.—In evaluating and imple-
menting the project, the Secretary shall allow
the non-Federal interest to participate in the fi-
nancing of the project in accordance with sec-
tion 903(c) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4184) to the extent that the
Secretary’s evaluation indicates that applying
such section 1is mnecessary to implement the
project.

SEC. 3075. DULUTH HARBOR, MCQUADE ROAD,
MINNESOTA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Duluth Harbor, McQuade Road, Minnesota,
being carried out under section 107 of the River
and Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577) and
modified by section 321 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2605), is fur-
ther modified to authorize the Secretary to pro-
vide public access and recreational facilities as
generally described in the Detailed Project Re-
port and Environmental Assessment, McQuade
Road Harbor of Refuge, Duluth, Minnesota,
dated August 1999.

(b) CREDIT.—The Secretary shall provide cred-
it toward the mon-Federal share of the cost of
the project for the costs of design work carried
out before the date of the partnership agreement
for the project if the Secretary determines that
the work is integral to the project.

(c) MAXIMUM FEDERAL EXPENDITURE.—The
maximum amount of Federal funds that may be
expended for the project shall be $5,000,000.

SEC. 3076. GRAND PORTAGE HARBOR, MIN-
NESOTA.

The Secretary shall provide credit toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the navigation
project for Grand Portage Harbor, Minnesota,
carried out under section 107 of the River and
Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577) and modified
by section 312 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2605), for the costs of
design work carried out before the date of the
partnership agreement for the project if the Sec-
retary determines that the work is integral to
the project.

SEC. 3077. GRANITE FALLS, MINNESOTA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is directed to
implement under section 205 of the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C. 701s) the locally pre-
ferred plan for flood damage reduction, Granite
Falls, Minnesota, substantially in accordance
with the detailed project report dated 2002, at a
total cost of $12,000,000, with an estimated Fed-
eral cost of $8,000,000 and an estimated non-
Federal cost of $4,000,000.

(b) PROJECT FINANCING.—In evaluating and
implementing the project under this section, the
Secretary shall allow the non-Federal interests
to participate in the financing of the project in
accordance with section 903(c) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4184),
to the extent that the detailed project report
evaluation indicates that applying such section
is necessary to implement the project.

(¢) CREDIT.—The Secretary shall credit toward
the non-Federal share of the project the cost of
design and construction work carried out by the
non-Federal interest before date of execution of
a partnership agreement for the project if the
Secretary determines that the work is integral to
the project.

(d) MAXIMUM  FUNDING.—The maximum
amount of Federal funds that may be expended
for the flood damage reduction shall be
38,000,000.

SEC. 3078. KNIFE RIVER HARBOR, MINNESOTA.

The project for mavigation, Harbor at Knife
River, Minnesota, authorized by section 2 of the
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Rivers and Harbors Act of March 2, 1945 (59
Stat. 19), is modified to direct the Secretary to
develop a final design and prepare plans and
specifications to correct the harbor entrance and
mooring conditions at the project.

SEC. 3079. RED LAKE RIVER, MINNESOTA.

The project for flood control, Red Lake River,
Crookston, Minnesota, authorized by section
101(a)(23) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 278), is modified to include
flood protection for the adjacent and inter-
connected areas generally known as the Samp-
son and Chase/Loring neighborhoods, in accord-
ance with the Feasibility Report Supplement,
Local Flood Protection, Crookston, Minnesota,
at a total cost of 317,000,000, with an estimated
Federal cost of $11,000,000 and an estimated
non-Federal cost of $6,000,000.

SEC. 3080. SILVER BAY, MINNESOTA.

The project for navigation, Silver Bay, Min-
nesota, authoriced by section 2 of the Rivers
and Harbors Act of March 2, 1945 (59 Stat. 19),
is modified to include operation and mainte-
nance of the general navigation facilities as a
Federal responsibility.

SEC. 3081. TACONITE HARBOR, MINNESOTA.

The project for navigation, Taconite Harbor,
Minnesota, carried out under section 107 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33 U.S.C. 577), is
modified to include operation and maintenance
of the general navigation facilities as a Federal
responsibility.

SEC. 3082. TWO HARBORS, MINNESOTA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Two Harbors, Minnesota, being carried out
under section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of
1960 (33 U.S.C. 577), is modified to include con-
struction of a dredged material disposal facility,
including actions required to clear the site.

(b) LANDS, EASEMENTS, AND RIGHTS-OF-
WAY.—Non-Federal interests shall be respon-
sible for providing all lands, easements, rights-
of-way, and relocations necessary for the con-
struction of the dredged material disposal facil-
ity.

(c) MAXIMUM FEDERAL EXPENDITURE.—The
maximum amount of Federal funds that may be
expended for the project shall be $5,000,000.

SEC. 3083. DEER ISLAND, HARRISON COUNTY,
MISSISSIPPI.

The project for ecosystem restoration, Deer Is-
land, Harrison County, Mississippi, being car-
ried out under section 204 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992 (33 U.S.C.
2326), is modified to authorize the non-Federal
interest to provide any portion of the non-Fed-
eral share of the cost of the project in the form
of in-kind services and materials.

SEC. 3084. PEARL RIVER BASIN, MISSISSIPPI.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall com-
plete a feasibility study for the project for flood
damage reduction, Pearl River Watershed, Mis-
S18Sippi.

(b) COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES.—The fea-
sibility study shall identify both the plan that
maximizes national economic development bene-
fits and the locally preferred plan and shall
compare the level of flood damage reduction
provided by each plan to that portion of Jack-
son, Mississippi, located below the Ross Barnett
Reservoir Dam.

(c) RECOMMENDED PLAN.—If the Secretary de-
termines that the locally preferred plan provides
a level of flood damage reduction that is equal
to or greater than the level of flood damage re-
duction provided by the national economic de-
velopment plan, and the locally preferred plan
is technically feasible and environmentally pro-
tective, the Secretary shall recommend construc-
tion of the locally preferred plan.

(d) EVALUATION OF PROJECT COST.—For the
purposes of determining compliance with the
first section of the Flood Control Act of June 22,
1936 (33 U.S.C. 701a), the Secretary shall con-
sider only the costs of the national economic de-
velopment plan, and shall exclude incremental
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costs associated with the locally preferred plan
that are in excess of such costs, if the non-Fed-
eral interest agrees to pay 100 percent of such
incremental costs.

(e) NON-FEDERAL COST SHARE.—If the locally
preferred plan is authorized for construction,
the non-Federal share of the cost of the project
shall be the same percentage as the non-Federal
share of the cost of the national economic devel-
opment plan plus all additional costs of con-
struction associated with the locally preferred
plan.

SEC. 3085. FESTUS AND CRYSTAL CITY, MISSOURI.

Section 102(b)(1) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 282) is amended
by  striking ‘810,000,000 and  inserting
““$12,000,000".

SEC. 3086. MONARCH-CHESTERFIELD, MISSOURI.

The project for flood damage reduction, Mon-
arch-Chesterfield, Missouri, authorized by sec-
tion 101(b)(18) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2578), is modified to
direct the Secretary to credit toward the non-
Federal share of the cost of the project the cost
of the planning, design, and construction work
carried out by the non-Federal interest before
the date of the partnership agreement for the
project if the Secretary determines that the work
is integral to the project.

SEC. 3087. RIVER DES PERES, MISSOURI.

The projects for flood control, River Des
Peres, Missouri, authorized by section 101(a)(17)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1990
(104 Stat. 4607) and section 102(13) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
3668), are each modified to direct the Secretary
to credit toward the non-Federal share of the
cost of the project the cost of work carried out
by the mon-Federal interest before the date of
the partnership agreement for the project if the
Secretary determines that the work is integral to
the project.

SEC. 3088. ANTELOPE CREEK, LINCOLN, NE-
BRASKA.

The project for flood damage reduction, Ante-
lope Creek, Lincoln, Nebraska, authoriced by
section 101(b)(19) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2578), is modified—

(1) to direct the Secretary to credit toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project the
cost of design, and construction work carried
out by the non-Federal interest before the date
of the partnership agreement for the project if
the Secretary determines that the work is inte-
gral to the project; and

(2) to allow the non-Federal sponsor for the
project to use, and to direct the Secretary to ac-
cept, funds provided under any other Federal
program, to satisfy, in whole or in part, the
non-Federal share of the project if such funds
are authorized to be used to carry out the
project.

SEC. 3089. SAND CREEK WATERSHED, WAHOO, NE-
BRASKA.

The project for ecosystem vrestoration and
flood damage reduction, Sand Creek watershed,
Wahoo, Nebraska, authoriced by section
101(b)(20) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2578), is modified—

(1) to direct the Secretary to provide credit to-
ward the non-Federal share of the cost of the
project or reimbursement for the costs of any
work that has been or will be performed by the
non-Federal interest before, on, or after the ap-
proval of the project partnership agreement, in-
cluding work performed by the non-Federal in-
terest in comnection with the design and con-
struction of 7 upstream detention storage struc-
tures, if the Secretary determines that the work
is integral to the project;

(2) to require that in-kind work to be credited
under paragraph (1) be subject to audit; and

(3) to direct the Secretary to accept advance
funds from the nmon-Federal interest as needed
to maintain the project schedule.
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SEC. 3090. LOWER CAPE MAY MEADOWS, CAPE
MAY POINT, NEW JERSEY.

The project for navigation mitigation, eco-
system restoration, shore protection, and hurri-
cane and storm damage reduction, Lower Cape
May Meadows, Cape May Point, New Jersey,
authoriced by section 101(a)(25) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat.
278), is modified to incorporate the project for
shoreline erosion control, Cape May Point, New
Jersey, carried out under section 5 of the Act en-
titled ‘“‘An Act authorizing Federal participation
in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly
owned property’’, approved August 13, 1946 (33
U.S.C. 426h), if the Secretary determines that
such incorporation is feasible.

SEC. 3091. PASSAIC RIVER BASIN FLOOD MANAGE-
MENT, NEW JERSEY.

The project for flood control, Passaic River,
New Jersey and New York, authorized by sec-
tion 101(a)(18) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4607) and modified by
section 327 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2607), is further modified
to direct the Secretary to include the benefits
and costs of preserving natural flood storage in
any future economic analysis of the project.
SEC. 3092. BUFFALO HARBOR, NEW YORK.

The project for mavigation, Buffalo Harbor,
New York, authorized by section 101 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 1176), is
modified to include measures to enhance public
access, at Federal cost of $500,000.

SEC. 3093. ORCHARD BEACH, BRONX, NEW YORK.

The project for shoreline protection, Orchard
Beach, Bronx, New York, authoriced by section
554 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1996 (110 Stat. 3781), is modified to authorize the
Secretary to construct the project, at a total cost
of $20,000,000.

SEC. 3094. PORT OF NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY,
NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY.

The navigation project, Port of New York and
New Jersey, New York and New Jersey, author-
ized by section 101(a)(2) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2576), is
modified—

(1) to authorice the Secretary to allow the
non-Federal interest to construct a temporary
dredged material storage facility to receive
dredged material from the project if—

(A) the non-Federal interest submits, in writ-
ing, a list of potential sites for the temporary
storage facility to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Committee on Environment and
Public Works of the Senate, and the Secretary
at least 180 days before the selection of the final
site; and

(B) at least 70 percent of the dredged material
generated in connection with the project suit-
able for beneficial reuse will be used at sites in
the State of New Jersey to the extent that there
are sufficient sites available; and

(2) to direct the Secretary to credit toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project the
cost of construction of the temporary storage fa-
cility if the Secretary determines that the work
is integral to the project.

SEC. 3095. NEW YORK STATE CANAL SYSTEM.

Section 553(c) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3781) is amended to
read as follows:

““(c) NEW YORK STATE CANAL SYSTEM DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘New York
State Canal System’ means the 524 miles of navi-
gable canal that comprise the New York State
Canal System, including the Erie, Cayuga-Sen-
eca, Oswego, and Champlain Canals and the
historic alignments of these canals, including
the cities of Albany and Buffalo.”.

SEC. 3096. LOWER GIRARD LAKE DAM, OHIO.

Section 507(1) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3758) is amended by
striking ‘32,500,000”" and inserting ‘‘$6,000,000’".
SEC. 3097. MAHONING RIVER, OHIO.

In carrying out the project for environmental
dredging, authorized by section 312(f)(4) of the
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Water Resources Development Act of 1990 (33
U.S.C. 1272(f)(4)), the Secretary is directed to
credit toward the non-Federal share of the cost
of the project the cost of work carried out by the
non-Federal interest before the date of the part-
nership agreement for the project if the Sec-
retary determines that the work is integral to
the project.

SEC. 3098. ARCADIA LAKE, OKLAHOMA.

Payments made by the city of Edmond, Okla-
homa, to the Secretary in October 1999 of costs
associated with present and future water stor-
age at Arcadia Lake, Oklahoma, under Arcadia
Lake Water Storage Contract Number DACWA56—
79-C-0072 shall satisfy the obligations of the city
under that contract for such costs, including ac-
crued interest.

SEC. 3099. WAURIKA LAKE, OKLAHOMA.

The remaining obligation of the Waurika
Project Master Conservancy District payable to
the United States Government in the amounts,
rates of interest, and payment schedules is set at
the amounts, rates of interest, and payment
schedules that existed, and that both parties
agreed to, on June 3, 1986, and may not be ad-
justed, altered, or changed without a specific,
separate, and written agreement between the
District and the United States Government.

SEC. 3100. WILLAMETTE RIVER TEMPERATURE
CONTROL, MCKENZIE SUBBASIN, OR-
EGON.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for environ-
mental restoration, Willamette River tempera-
ture control, McKenzie Subbasin, Oregon, au-
thorized by section 101(a)(25) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3665)
and modified by section 344 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 308),
is further modified to direct the Secretary to
pay, subject to the awvailability of appropria-
tions, compensation for losses to small business
attributable to the implementation of the draw-
down conducted as a part of project implemen-
tation in 2002.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Not later
than 120 days after the date of enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall establish, and provide
public notice of, a program—

(1) to receive claims for compensation for
losses to small business attributable to the imple-
mentation of the drawdown conducted as a part
of project implementation in 2002;

(2) to evaluate claims for such losses; and

(3) to pay claims for such losses.

(¢c) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAM.—In car-
rying out the program established under sub-
section (b), the Secretary shall provide—

(1) public notice of the existence of the pro-
gram sufficient to reach those in the area that
may have suffered losses to small businesses;

(2) a period for the submission of claims of not
fewer than 45 days and not greater than 75 days
from the date of the first public notice of the ex-
istence of the program;

(3) for the evaluation of each claim submitted
to the Secretary under the program and a deter-
mination of whether the claim constitutes a 1oss
to a small business on or before the last day of
the 30-day period beginning on the date of sub-
mission of the claim; and

(4) for the payment of each claim that the Sec-
retary determines constitutes a loss to a small
business on or before the last day of the 30-day
period beginning on the date of the Secretary’s
determination.

(d) LOSS TO A SMALL BUSINESS DEFINED.—In
this section, the term ‘“‘loss to a small business’’
means documented financial losses associated
with commercial activity of a small business
that can be attributed to the turbidity levels in
the McKenczie River being higher than those an-
ticipated in the original planning documents
and public announcements existing before the
initiation of the drawdown in 2002. Commercial
losses include decline in sales, loss of revenue
(including loss of revenue from canceled or de-
layed reservations at lodging establishments),
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and any other financial losses that can be
shown to be associated with the elevated tur-
bidity levels in the McKenzie River in 2002.

(e) PAYMENT OF CLAIMS.—The payment of
claims for losses to small businesses shall be a
Federal responsibility.

SEC. 3101. DELAWARE RIVER, PENNSYLVANIA,
NEW JERSEY, AND DELAWARE.

The Secretary may remove debris from the
project for navigation, Delaware River, Penn-
sylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware, Philadel-
phia to the Sea.

SEC. 3102. RAYSTOWN LAKE, PENNSYLVANIA.

The Secretary may take such action as may be
necessary, including construction of a break-
water, to prevent shoreline erosion between .07
and 2.7 miles south of Pennsylvania State route
994 on the east shore of Raystown Lake, Penn-
sylvania.
SEC. 3103. SHERADEN PARK STREAM AND
CHARTIERS CREEK, ALLEGHENY
COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Sheraden Park Stream and Chartiers Creek, Al-
legheny County, Pennsylvania, being carried
out under section 206 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C. 2330), is
modified to direct the Secretary to credit up to
$400,000 toward the non-Federal share of the
cost of the project for planning and design work
carried out by the non-Federal interest before
the date of the partnership agreement for the
project if the Secretary determines that the work
is integral to the project.

SEC. 3104. SOLOMON’S CREEK, WILKES-BARRE,
PENNSYLVANIA.

The project for flood control, Wyoming Valley,
Pennsylvania, authoriced by section 401(a) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4124), is modified to include as a
project element the project for flood control for
Solomon’s Creek, Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania.
SEC. 3105. SOUTH CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA.

Section 313 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4845; 109 Stat. 407;
110 Stat. 3723; 113 Stat. 310; 117 Stat. 142) is
amended—

(1) in  subsection  (g)(1) by  striking
““$180,000,000”° and inserting ‘‘$200,000,000”’; and

(2) in subsection (h)(2) by striking ‘‘Alle-
gheny, Armstrong, Beford, Blair, Cambria,
Clearfield, Fayette, Franklin, Fulton, Greene,
Huntingdon, Indiana, Juniata, Mifflin, Som-
erset, Snyder, Washington, and Westmoreland
Counties’” and inserting “‘Allegheny, Armstrong,
Bedford, Blair, Cambria, Fayette, Franklin,
Fulton, Greene, Huntingdon, Indiana, Juniata,
Somerset, Washington, and Westmoreland
Counties’.

SEC. 3106. WYOMING VALLEY, PENNSYLVANIA.

In carrying out the project for flood control,
Wyoming Valley, Pennsylvania, authorized by
section 401(a) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4124), the Secretary
shall coordinate with non-Federal interests to
review opportunities for increased public access.
SEC. 3107. CEDAR BAYOU, TEXAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The project for navigation,
Cedar Bayou, Texas, reauthoriced by section
349(a)(2) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2632), is modified to direct
the Secretary to credit toward the mon-Federal
share of the cost of the project the cost of plan-
ning and design work carried out by the mon-
Federal interest for the project if the Secretary
determines that such work is integral to the
project.

(b) COST SHARING.—Cost sharing for construc-
tion and operation and maintenance of the
project shall be determined in accordance with
section 101 of the Water Resources Development
Act 0of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2211).

SEC. 3108. FREEPORT HARBOR, TEXAS.

The project for navigation, Freeport Harbor,
Texas, authoriced by section 101 of the Rivers
and Harbors Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1818), is modi-
fied.—
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(1) to direct the Secretary to credit toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project the
cost of the planning, design, and construction
work carried out by the non-Federal interest be-
fore the date of the partnership agreement for
the project if the Secretary determines that the
work is integral to the project; and

(2) to direct the Secretary to remove the sunk-
en vessel “COMSTOCK’’ at Federal expense.
SEC. 3109. JOHNSON CREEK, ARLINGTON, TEXAS.

The project for flood damage reduction, envi-
ronmental restoration, and recreation, author-
ized by section 101(b)(14) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 280), is modi-
fied to authorize the Secretary to carry out the
project at a total cost of $29,717,000, with an es-
timated Federal cost of $20,670,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost $9,047,000.

SEC. 3110. LAKE KEMP, TEXAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not take
any legal or administrative action seeking to re-
move a Lake Kemp improvement before the ear-
lier of January 1, 2020, or the date of any trans-
fer of ownership of the improvement occurring
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(b) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—The United
States, or any of its officers, agents, or assign-
ees, shall not be liable for any injury, loss, or
damage accruing to the owners of a Lake Kemp
improvement, their lessees, or occupants as a re-
sult of any flooding or inundation of such im-
provements by the waters of the Lake Kemp res-
ervoir, or for such injury, loss, or damage as
may occur through the operation and mainte-
nance of the Lake Kemp dam and reservoir in
any manmner.

(c) LAKE KEMP IMPROVEMENT DEFINED.—In
this section, the term ‘‘Lake Kemp improve-
ment’’ means an improvement (including dwell-
ings) located within the flowage easement of
Lake Kemp, Texas, below elevation 1159 feet
mean sea level.

SEC. 3111. LOWER RIO GRANDE BASIN, TEXAS.

The project for flood control, Lower Rio
Grande Basin, Texas, authorized by section
401(a) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (100 Stat. 4125), is modified—

(1) to include as part of the project flood pro-
tection works to reroute drainage to
Raymondville Drain constructed by the non-
Federal interests in Hidalgo County in the vi-
cinity of Edinburg, Texas, if the Secretary deter-
mines that such work meets feasibility require-
ments;

(2) to direct the Secretary to credit toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project the
cost of planning, design, and construction work
carried out by the non-Federal interest before
the date of the partnership agreement for the
project if the Secretary determines that the work
is integral to the project; and

(3) to direct the Secretary, in calculating the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project, to
make a determination within 180 days after the
date of enactment of this Act under section
103(m) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 2213(m)) on the non-Federal
interest’s ability to pay.

SEC. 3112. NORTH PADRE ISLAND, CORPUS
CHRISTI BAY, TEXAS.

The project for ecosystem restoration and
storm damage reduction, North Padre Island,
Corpus Christi Bay, Texas, authoriced by sec-
tion 556 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 353), is modified to include
recreation as a project purpose.

SEC. 3113. PAT MAYSE LAKE, TEXAS.

The Secretary is directed to accept from the
city of Paris, Texas, 33,461,432 as payment in
full of monies owed to the United States for
water supply storage space in Pat Mayse Lake,
Texas, wunder contract number DA-34-066—
CIVENG-65-1272, including accrued interest.
SEC. 3114. PROCTOR LAKE, TEXAS.

The Secretary is authoriced to purchase fee
simple title to all properties located within the
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boundaries, and necessary for the operation, of

the Proctor Lake project, Texas, authorized by

section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1954 (68

Stat. 1259).

SEC. 3115. SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL, SAN ANTO-
NIO, TEXAS.

The project for flood control, San Antonio
Channel, Texas, authorized by section 203 of the
Flood Control Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 1259) as part
of the comprehensive plan for flood protection
on the Guadalupe and San Antonio Rivers in
Texas and modified by section 103 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1976 (90 Stat.
2921) and section 335 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2611), is further
modified to authorize the Secretary to credit to-
ward the mon-Federal share of the cost of the
project the cost of design and construction work
carried out by the mon-Federal interest for the
project if the Secretary determines that the work
is integral to the project.

SEC. 3116. JAMES RIVER, VIRGINIA.

The project for navigation, James River, Vir-
ginia, authorized by the first section of the
River and Harbor Appropriations Act of July 5,
1884 (23 Stat. 138), is further modified to author-
ize the Secretary to enlarge the turning basin
adjacent to the Richmond Deepwater Terminal
at a total cost of $1,511,000 if the Secretary de-
termines that the such enlargement is necessary
for navigation safety.

SEC. 3117. LEE, RUSSELL, SCOTT, SMYTH, TAZE-
WELL, AND WISE COUNTIES, VIR-
GINIA.

The project for flood control, Levisa and Tug
Forks of the Big Sandy River and Upper Cum-
berland River, authorized by section 202 of the
Energy and Water Development Appropriation
Act, 1981 (94 Stat. 1339) and modified by section
352 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1996 (110 Stat. 3724-3725) and section 336 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (114
Stat. 2611), is further modified to direct the Sec-
retary to determine the ability of Lee, Russell,
Scott, Smyth, Tazewell, and Wise Counties, Vir-
ginia, to pay the non-Federal share of the cost
of the project based solely on the criterion speci-
fied in section 103(m)(3)(4)(i) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
2213(m)(3)(A)(1)).

SEC. 3118. TANGIER ISLAND SEAWALL, VIRGINIA.

Section 577(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3789) is amended
by striking “‘at a total cost of $1,200,000, with an
estimated Federal cost of $900,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $300,000.”” and insert-
ing “at a total cost of $3,000,000, with an esti-
mated Federal cost of $2,250,000 and an esti-
mated non-Federal cost of $750,000.”".

SEC. 3119. DUWAMISH/GREEN, WASHINGTON.

The project for ecosystem restoration,
Duwamish/Green, Washington, authorized by
section 101(b)(26) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 2000 (114 Stat. 2579), is modified—

(1) to direct the Secretary to credit toward the
non-Federal share of the cost of the project the
cost of work carried out by the non-Federal in-
terest before, on, or after the date of the part-
nership agreement for the project if the Sec-
retary determines that the work is integral to
the project; and

(2) to authorice the mon-Federal interest to
provide any portion of the non-Federal share of
the cost of the project in the form of in-kind
services and materials.

SEC. 3120. YAKIMA RIVER, PORT OF SUNNYSIDE,
WASHINGTON.

The project for aquatic ecosystem restoration,
Yakima River, Port of Sunnyside, Washington,
being carried out under section 206 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1996 (33 U.S.C.
2330), is modified to direct the Secretary to cred-
it toward the non-Federal share of the cost of
the project the cost of work carried out by the
non-Federal interest before the date of the part-
nership agreement for the project if the Sec-
retary determines that the work is integral to
the project.
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SEC. 3121. GREENBRIER RIVER BASIN, WEST VIR-
GINIA.

Section 579(c) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3790; 113 Stat. 312) is
amended by striking ‘$47,000,000”° and inserting
‘$99,000,000".

SEC. 3122. LESAGE/GREENBOTTOM SWAMP, WEST
VIRGINIA.

Section 30(d) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4030; 114 Stat. 2678)
is amended to read as follows:

‘““(d) HISTORIC STRUCTURE.—The Secretary
shall ensure the preservation and restoration of
the structure known as the ‘Jenkins House’, and
the reconstruction of associated buildings and
landscape features of such structure located
within the Lesage/Greenbottom Swamp in ac-
cordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
standards for the treatment of historic prop-
erties. Amounts made available for expenditure
for the project authorized by section 301(a) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4110) shall be available for the pur-
poses of this subsection.”.

SEC. 3123. NORTHERN WEST VIRGINIA.

Section 557 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 353) is amended in
the first sentence by striking ‘‘favorable’.

SEC. 3124. MANITOWOC HARBOR, WISCONSIN.

The project for navigation, Manitowoc Har-
bor, Wisconsin, authoriced by the River and
Harbor Act of August 30, 1852, is modified to di-
rect the Secretary to deepen the upstream reach
of the navigation channel from 12 feet to 18 feet,
at a total cost of $300,000.

SEC. 3125. MISSISSIPPI RIVER HEADWATERS RES-
ERVOIRS.

Section 21 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4027) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking “1276.42° and inserting
“1278.427’;

(B) by striking 1218.31” and inserting
©“1221.317; and

(C) by striking “1234.82” and inserting
©“1235.30’; and

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting the
following:

‘““(b) EXCEPTION.—The Secretary may operate
the headwaters reservoirs below the minimum or
above the maximum water levels established in
subsection (a) in accordance with water control
regulation manuals (or revisions thereto) devel-
oped by the Secretary, after consultation with
the Governor of Minnesota and affected tribal
governments, landowners, and commercial and
recreational users. The water control regulation
manuals (and any revisions thereto) shall be ef-
fective when the Secretary transmits them to
Congress. The Secretary shall report to Congress
at least 14 days before operating any such head-
waters reservoir below the minimum or above
the maximum water level limits specified in sub-
section (a); except that notification is not re-
quired for operations mecessary to prevent the
loss of life or to ensure the safety of the dam or
where the drawdown of lake levels is in antici-
pation of flood control operations.’’.

SEC. 3126. CONTINUATION OF PROJECT AUTHOR-
IZATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
1001(b)(2) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 579a(b)(2)), the following
projects shall remain authorized to be carried
out by the Secretary:

(1) The project for flood control, Agana River,
Guam, authorized by section 401(a) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat.
4127).

(2) The project for navigation, Fall River Har-
bor, Massachusetts, authorized by section 101 of
the River and Harbor Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 731);
except that the authorized depth of that portion
of the project extending riverward of the
Charles M. Braga, Jr. Memorial Bridge, Fall
River and Somerset, Massachusetts, shall not
exceed 35 feet.
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(b) LIMITATION.—A project described in sub-
section (a) shall not be authorized for construc-
tion after the last day of the 5-year period be-
ginning on the date of enactment of this Act,
unless, during such period, funds have been ob-
ligated for the construction (including planning
and design) of the project.

SEC. 3127. PROJECT REAUTHORIZATIONS.

Each of the following projects may be carried
out by the Secretary and no construction on
any such project may be initiated until the Sec-
retary determines that the project is feasible:

(1) MENOMINEE HARBOR AND RIVER, MICHIGAN
AND WISCONSIN.—The project for navigation,
Menominee Harbor and River, Michigan and
Wisconsin, authorized by section 101 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 482) and
deauthorized on April 15, 2002, in accordance
with section 1001(b)(2) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 579a(b)(2)).

(2) MANITOWOC HARBOR, WISCONSIN.—That
portion of the project for navigation, Manitowoc
Harbor, Wisconsin, consisting of the channel in
the south part of the outer harbor, deauthorized
by section 101 of the River and Harbor Act of
1962 (76 Stat. 1176).

SEC. 3128. PROJECT DEAUTHORIZATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following projects are
not authorized after the date of enactment of
this Act:

(1) BRIDGEPORT HARBOR, CONNECTICUT.—The
portion of the project for navigation, Bridgeport
Harbor, Connecticut, authorized by the first sec-
tion of the River and Harbor Act of July 3, 1930
(46 Stat. 919), consisting of an 18-foot channel
in Yellow Mill River and described as follows:
Beginning at a point along the eastern limit of
the existing project, NI123,649.75, E481,920.54,
thence running northwesterly about 52.64 feet to
a point N123,683.03, E481,879.75, thence running
northeasterly about 1,442.21 feet to a point
N125,030.08, E482,394.96, thence running north-
easterly about 139.52 feet to a point along the
eastern  limit of the existing channel,
NI125,133.87, E482,488.19, thence running south-
westerly about 1,588.98 feet to the point of ori-
gin.

(2) MYSTIC RIVER, CONNECTICUT.—The portion
of the project for navigation, Mystic River, Con-
necticut, authorized by the first section of the
River and Harbor Approriations Act of Sep-
tember 19, 1890 (26 Stat. 436) consisting of a 12-
foot-deep channel, approximately 7,554 square
feet in area, starting at a point N193,086.51,
E815,092.78, thence running north 59 degrees 21
minutes 46.63 seconds west about 138.05 feet to a
point N193,156.86, E814,974.00, thence running
north 51 degrees 04 minutes 39.00 seconds west
about 166.57 feet to a point NI193,261.51,
E814,844.41, thence running north 43 degrees 01
minutes 34.90 seconds west about 86.23 feet to a
point N193,324.55, E814,785.57, thence running
north 06 degrees 42 minutes 03.86 seconds west
about 156.57 feet to a point NI193,480.05,
E814,767.30, thence running south 21 degrees 21
minutes 17.94 seconds east about 231.42 feet to a
point N193,264.52, ES814,851.57, thence running
south 53 degrees 34 minutes 23.28 seconds east
about 299.78 feet to the point of origin.

(3) FALMOUTH HARBOR, MASSACHUSETTS.—The
portion of the project for navigation, Falmouth
Harbor, Massachusetts, authoriced by section
101 of the River and Harbor Act of 1948 (62 Stat.
1172), beginning at a point along the eastern
side of the inner harbor N200,415.05, E845,307.98,
thence running north 25 degrees 48 minutes 54.3
seconds east 160.24 feet to a point N200,559.20,
E845,377.76, thence running north 22 degrees 7
minutes 52.4 seconds east 596.82 feet to a point
N201,112.15, E845,602.60, thence running morth
60 degrees 1 minute 0.3 seconds east 83.18 feet to
a point N201,153.72, E845,674.65, thence running
south 24 degrees 56 minutes 43.4 seconds west
665.01 feet to a point N200,550.75, E845,394.18,
thence running south 32 degrees 25 minutes 29.0
seconds west 160.76 feet to the point of origin.

(4) ISLAND END RIVER, MASSACHUSETTS.—The
portion of the project for navigation, Island End

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

River, Massachusetts, carried out under section
107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 (33
U.S.C. 577), described as follows: Beginning at a
point along the eastern limit of the existing
project, N507,348.98, E721,180.01, thence running
northeast about 35 feet to a point N507,384.17,
E721,183.36, thence running northeast about 324
feet to a point N507,590.51, E721,433.17, thence
running northeast about 345 feet to a point
along the northern limit of the existing project,
N507,927.29, E721,510.29, thence running south-
east about 25 feet to a point N507,921.71,
E721,534.66, thence running southwest about 354
feet to a point N507,576.65, E721,455.64, thence
running southwest about 357 feet to the point of
origin.

(5) CITY WATERWAY, TACOMA, WASHINGTON.—
The portion of the project for navigation, City
Waterway, Tacoma, Washington, authorized by
the first section of the River and Harbor Appro-
priations Act of June 13, 1902 (32 Stat. 347), con-
sisting of the last 1,000 linear feet of the inner
portion of the waterway beginning at station
70+00 and ending at station 80+00.

(b) ANCHORAGE AREA, NEW LONDON HARBOR,
CONNECTICUT.—The portion of the project for
navigation, New London Harbor, Connecticut,
authorized by the River and Harbor Appropria-
tions Act of June 13, 1902 (32 Stat. 333), that
consists of a 23-foot waterfront channel and
that is further described as beginning at a point
along the western limit of the existing project,
N188, 802.75, E779, 462.81, thence running north-
easterly about 1,373.88 feet to a point NI89,
554.87, E780, 612.53, thence running southeast-
erly about 439.54 feet to a point N189, 319.88,
E780, 983.98, thence running southwesterly
about 831.58 feet to a point N188, 864.63, E780,
288.08, thence running southeasterly about
567.39 feet to a point NI188, 301.88, E780, 360.49,
thence running northwesterly about 1,027.96 feet
to the point of origin, shall be redesignated as
an anchorage area.

(c) SOUTHPORT HARBOR, FAIRFIELD, CON-
NECTICUT.—The project for navigation,
Southport Harbor, Fairfield, Connecticut, au-
thoriced by section 2 of the River and Harbor
Act of March 2, 1829, and by the first section of
the River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935 (49
Stat. 1029), and section 364 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3733-
3734), is further modified to redesignate a por-
tion of the 9-foot-deep channel to an anchorage
area, approximately 900 feet in length and 90,000
square feet in area, and lying generally north of
a line with points at coordinates N108,043.45,
E452,252.04 and N107938.74, E452265.74.

(d) MYSTIC RIVER, MASSACHUSETTS.—The por-
tion of the project for navigation, Mystic River,
Massachusetts, authorized by the first section of
the River and Harbor Appropriations Act of
July 13, 1892 (27 Stat. 96), between a line start-
ing at a point N515,683.77, E707,035.45 and end-
ing at a point N515,721.28, E707,069.85 and a line
starting at a point N514,595.15, E707,746.15 and
ending at a point N514,732.94, E707,658.38 shall
be relocated and reduced from 100 foot to a 50-
foot wide channel after the date of enactment of
this Act described as follows: Beginning at a
point N515,721.28, E707,069.85, thence running
southeasterly about 840.50 feet to a point
N515,070.16, E707,601.27, thence running south-
easterly about 177.54 feet to a point N514,904.84,
E707,665.98, thence running southeasterly about
319.90 feet to a point with coordinates
N514,595.15, E707,746.15, thence running north-
westerly about 163.37 feet to a point N514,732.94,
E707,658.38, thence running northwesterly about
161.58 feet to a point N514.889.47, E707,618.30,
thence running northwesterly about 166.61 feet
to a point N515.044.62, E707,557.58, thence run-
ning northwesterly about 825.31 feet to a point
N515,683.77, E707,035.45, thence running north-
easterly about 50.90 feet returning to a point
N515,721.28, E707,069.85.

(e) GREEN BAY HARBOR, GREEN BAYy, WIs-
CONSIN.—The portion of the inner harbor of the
Federal navigation channel, Green Bay Harbor,
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Green Bay, Wisconsin, authoriced by the first
section of the River and Harbor Act of June 23,
1866, beginning at station 190+00 to station
378+00 is authorized to a width of 75 feet and a
depth of 6 feet.

(f) ADDITIONAL DEAUTHORIZATIONS.—The fol-
lowing projects are not authorized after the date
of enactment of this Act, except with respect to
any portion of such a project which portion has
been completed before such date or is under con-
struction on such date:

(1) The project for flood control, Cache Creek
Basin, Clear Lake Outlet Channel, California,
authorized by section 401(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4112).

(2) The project for flood protection on
Atascadero Creek and its tributaries of Goleta,
California, authorized by section 201 of the
Flood Control Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1826).

(3) The project for flood control, central and
southern Florida, Shingle Creek basin, Florida,
authoriced by section 203 of the Flood Control
Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 1182).

(4) The project for flood control, Middle Wa-
bash, Greenfield Bayou, Indiana, authorized by
section 10 of the Flood Control Act of July 24,
1946 (60 Stat. 649).

(5) The project for flood damage reduction,
Lake George, Hobart, Indiana, authorized by
section 602(a)(2) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4148).

(6) The project for flood control, Green Bay
Levee and Drainage District No. 2, Iowa, au-
thorized by section 401(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4115),
deauthorized in fiscal year 1991, and reauthor-
iced by section 115(a) of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4821).

(7) The project for flood control, Hazard, Ken-
tucky, authorized by section 3(a)(7) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1988 (100 Stat.
4014) and section 108 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4621).

(8) The recreation portion of the project for
flood control, Taylorsville Lake, Kentucky, au-
thorized by section 203 of the Flood Control Act
of 1966 (80 Stat. 1421).

(9) The project for flood control, western Ken-
tucky tributaries, Kentucky, authorized by sec-
tion 204 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 (79
Stat. 1076) and modified by section 210 of the
Flood Control Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1829).

(10) The project for flood damage reduction,
Tensas-Cocodrie area, Louisiana, authorized by
section 3 of the Flood Control Act of August 18,
1941 (55 Stat. 643).

(11) The project for flood control, Eastern
Rapides and South-Central Avoyelles Parishes,
Louisiana, authorized by section 201 of the
Flood Control Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1825).

(12) The bulkhead and jetty features at Lake
Borgne and Chef Menteur, Louisiana, of the
project for navigation, Mississippi River, Baton
Rouge to the Gulf of Mexico, barge channel
through Devils Swamp, Louisiana, authorized
by the first section of the River and Harbor Act
of July 24, 1946 (60 Stat. 635).

(13) The project for navigation Red River Wa-
terway, Shreveport, Louisiana to Daingerfield,
Texas, authorized by the River and Harbor Act
of 1968 (82 Stat. 731).

(14) The project for flood damage reduction
Brockton, Massachusetts, authorized by section
401(c) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (100 Stat. 4129).

(15) The project for navigation, Grand Haven
Harbor, Michigan, authorized by section 202 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(100 Stat. 4093).

(16) The project for hydropower, Libby Dam,
Montana, (Units 6-8), authorized by section 549
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3779).

(17) The project for flood damage reduction,
Platte River Flood and Related Streambank Ero-
sion Control, Nebraska, authorized by section
603(f)(6) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4150).
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(18) The project for navigation, Outer Harbor,
Buffalo, New York, authorized by section 110 of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1992
(106 Stat. 4817).

(19) The project for flood control, Sugar Creek
Basin, North Carolina and South Carolina, au-
thorized by section 401(a) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4121).

(20) The project for flood control, Miami
River, Fairfield, Ohio, authorized by section
401(a) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1986 (100 Stat. 4122).

(21) The project for shoreline protection,
Maumee Bay, Lake Erie, Ohio, authorized by
section 501(a) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4135).

(22) The project for flood control and water
supply, Parker Lake, Muddy Boggy Creek,
Oklahoma, authoriced by section 601 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (100
Stat. 4144).

(23) The project for the Columbia River, Sea-
farers Memorial, Haommond, Oregon, authorized
by title I of the Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Act, 1991 (104 Stat. 2078).

(24) The project for bulkhead repairs, Quonset
Point-Davisville, Rhode Island, authoriced by
section 571 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 3788).

(25) The project for flood damage reduction,
Harris Fork Creek, Tennessee and Kentucky,
authoriced by section 102 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1976 (90 Stat. 2921).

(26) The Arroyo Colorado, Texas, feature of
the project for flood control Lower Rio Grande,
Tezxas, authorized by section 401(a) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat.
4125).

(27) The structural portion of the project for
flood control, Cypress Creek, Texas, authorized
by section 3(a)(13) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1988 (102 Stat. 4014).

(28) The project for flood protection, East
Fork Channel Improvement, Increment 2, East
Fork of the Trinity River, Texas, authorized by
section 202 of the Flood Control Act of 1962 (76
Stat. 1185).

(29) The project for flood control, Falfurrias,
Texas, authoriced by section 3(a)(14) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1988 (102
Stat. 4014).

(30) The project for streambank erosion,
Kanawha River, Charleston, West Virginia, au-
thorized by section 603(f)(13) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4153).

(g9) CONDITIONS.—The first sentence of section
1001(b)(2) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 579a(b)(2)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘two years’” and inserting
“year’’; and

(2) by striking ‘7"’ and inserting 5.

SEC. 3129. LAND CONVEYANCES.

(a) ST. FRANCIS BASIN, ARKANSAS AND MIS-
SOURI.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall convey
to the State of Arkansas, without monetary con-
sideration and subject to paragraph (2), all
right, title, and interest to real property within
the State acquired by the Federal Government
as mitigation land for the project for flood con-
trol, St. Francis Basin, Arkansas and Missouri
Project, authorized by the Flood Control Act of
May 15, 1928 (33 U.S.C. 702a et seq.)

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The conveyance by the
United States under this subsection shall be sub-
ject to—

(i) the condition that the State of Arkansas
agree to operate, maintain, and manage the real
property for fish and wildlife, recreation, and
environmental purposes at no cost or expense to
the United States; and

(ii) such other terms and conditions as the
Secretary determines to be in the interest of the
United States.

(B) REVERSION.—If the Secretary determines
that the real property conveyed under para-
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graph (1) ceases to be held in public ownership
or the State ceases to operate, maintain, and
manage the real property in accordance with
this subsection, all right, title, and interest in
and to the property shall revert to the United
States, at the option of the Secretary.

(3) MITIGATION.—Nothing in this subsection
extinguishes the responsibility of the Federal
Government or the non-Federal interest for the
project referred to in paragraph (1) from the ob-
ligation to implement mitigation for such project
that existed on the day prior to the transfer au-
thorized by this subsection.

(b) MILFORD, KANSAS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall convey
by quitclaim deed without consideration to the
Geary County Fire Department, Milford, Kan-
sas, all right, title, and interest of the United
States in and to real property consisting of ap-
proximately 7.4 acres located in Geary County,
Kansas, for construction, operation, and main-
tenance of a fire station.

(2) REVERSION.—If the Secretary determines
that the real property conveyed under para-
graph (1) ceases to be held in public ownership
or to be used for any purpose other than a fire
station, all right, title, and interest in and to
the property shall revert to the United States, at
the option of the United States.

(c) PIKE COUNTY, MISSOURI.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—At such time as S.S.S., Inc.,
conveys all right, title and interest in and to the
real property described in paragraph (2)(4) to
the United States, the Secretary shall convey all
right, title, and interest of the United States in
and to the real property described in paragraph
(2)(B) to S.S.S., Inc.

(2) LAND DESCRIPTION.—The parcels of land
referred to in paragraph (1) are the following:

(A) NON-FEDERAL LAND.—Approximately 42
acres, the exact legal description to be deter-
mined by mutual agreement of S.S.S., Inc., and
the Secretary, subject to any existing flowage
easements situated in Pike County, Missouri,
upstream and northwest, about a 200-foot dis-
tance from Drake Island (also known as Grimes
Island).

(B) FEDERAL LAND.—Approximately 42 acres,
the exact legal description to be determined by
mutual agreement of S.S.S. Inc., and the Sec-
retary, situated in Pike County, Missouri,
known as Government Tract Numbers MIs-7
and a portion of FM-46 (both tracts on Buffalo
Island), administered by the Corps of Engineers.

(3) CONDITIONS.—The exchange of real prop-
erty under paragraph (1) shall be subject to the
following conditions:

(A) DEEDS.—

(i) NON-FEDERAL LAND.—The conveyance of
the real property described in paragraph (2)(A)
to the Secretary shall be by a warranty deed ac-
ceptable to the Secretary.

(ii)) FEDERAL LAND.—The instrument of con-
veyance used to convey the real property de-
scribed in paragraph (2)(B) to S.S.S., Inc., shall
be by quitclaim deed and contain such reserva-
tions, terms, and conditions as the Secretary
considers mecessary to allow the United States
to operate and maintain the Mississippi River 9-
Foot Navigation Project.

(B) REMOVAL OF IMPROVEMENTS.—S.S.S., Inc.,
may remove, and the Secretary may require
S.S.S., Inc., to remove, any improvements on the
land described in paragraph (2)(A).

(C) TIME LIMIT FOR EXCHANGE.—The land ezx-
change under paragraph (1) shall be completed
not later than 2 years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

(4) VALUE OF PROPERTIES.—If the appraised
fair market value, as determined by the Sec-
retary, of the real property conveyed to S.S.S.,
Inc., by the Secretary under paragraph (1) ex-
ceeds the appraised fair market value, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, of the real property
conveyed to the United States by S.S.S., Inc.,
under paragraph (1), S.S.S., Inc., shall make a
payment to the United States equal to the excess
in cash or a cash equivalent that is satisfactory
to the Secretary.
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(d) BOARDMAN, OREGON.—Section 501(g)(1) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(110 Stat. 3751) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘city of Boardman,” and in-
serting ‘‘the Boardman Park and Recreation
District, Boardman,”’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘such city’’ and inserting ‘‘the
city of Boardman’’.

(e) TIOGA TOWNSHIP, PENNSYLVANIA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall convey
by quitclaim deed to the Tioga Township, Penn-
sylvania, without consideration, all right, title,
and interest of the United States in and to the
parcel of real property located on the northeast
end of Tract No. 226, a portion of the Tioga-
Hammond Lakes flood control project, Tioga
County, Pennsylvania, consisting of approzxi-
mately 8 acres, together with any improvements
on that property, for public ownership and use
as the site of the administrative offices and road
maintenance complex for the Township.

(2) RESERVATION OF INTERESTS.—The Sec-
retary shall reserve such rights and interests in
and to the property to be conveyed as the Sec-
retary considers necessary to preserve the oper-
ational integrity and security of the Tioga-Ham-
mond Lakes flood control project.

(3) REVERSION.—If the Secretary determines
that the property conveyed under paragraph (1)
ceases to be held in public ownership, or to be
used as a site for the Tioga Township adminis-
trative offices and road maintenance complex or
for related public purposes, all right, title, and
interest in and to the property shall revert to
the United States, at the option of the United
States.

(f) RICHARD B. RUSSELL LAKE, SOUTH CARO-
LINA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall convey
to the State of South Carolina, by quitclaim
deed, at fair market value, all right, title, and
interest of the United States in and to the real
property described in paragraph (2) that is man-
aged, as of the date of enactment of this Act, by
the South Carolina department of commerce for
public recreation purposes for the Richard B.
Russell Dam and Lake, South Carolina, project
authoriced by section 203 of the Flood Control
Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 1420).

(2) LAND DESCRIPTION.—Subject to paragra